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I.  INTRODUCTION

A. SUMMARY OF THE DECISION

This Decision contains the Commission’s rationale in determining that the
proposed Pio Pico Energy Center (PPEC) will, as mitigated, have no significant
impacts on the environment and complies with all applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards (LORS). The project may therefore be licensed. Our
Decision is based exclusively upon the record established during this certification
proceeding and summarized in this document. We have independently evaluated
the evidence, provided references to the record® supporting our findings and
conclusions, and specified the measures required to ensure that the PPEC is
designed, constructed, and operated in the manner necessary to protect public
health and safety, promote the general welfare, and preserve environmental
quality.

The Energy Commission has exclusive jurisdiction to license this project and is
considering the proposal under a review process established by Public
Resources Code section 25540.6. The Energy Commission began review of the
PPEC on April 20, 2011.

The project will be a natural gas-fired, simple-cycle peaking and load-following
facility rated at a gross generating capacity of 300 megawatts (MW). Primary
equipment for the generating facility would include three 100 MW General
Electric LMS100 turbine generators. Each combustion turbine generator will
utilize a mechanical inlet air chiller to maintain maximum output and efficiency.
The power generation process will combust natural gas to rotate a turbine which
drives an electrical generator. The electrical generator will deliver power to a
step-up transformer in the PPEC switchyard. The transformer will be connected
to a 230-kV overhead high-voltage, electrical conductor leading from the PPEC
switchyard to the existing SDG&E Otay Mesa switchyard located approximately
1,800 feet east of the plant site. From the switchyard, the conductor will
interconnect with the transmission grid. (Ex. 200, p. 3-2.)

! The Reporter's Transcript of the evidentiary hearings is cited as “date of hearing RT page __.”
For example: 10/1/10 RT 77. The exhibits included in the evidentiary record are cited as “Ex.
number.” A list of all exhibits is contained in Appendix B of this Decision.
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The major equipment and facilities include the following:

1. Three General Electric LMS100 natural gas-fired combustion turbine
generators;

Inlet air evaporative coolers;

Two separate mechanical-draft cooling towers (one wet and one dry);
230-kV switchyard w/ overhead high-voltage transmission lines;

Air emissions control equipment;

Aqueous ammonia storage tank;

Above-ground water storage tanks; and

© N o gk~ wbd

Underground utility connections (electrical transmission lines, natural gas
pipeline, potable water pipeline, reclaimed water pipeline and a sewer
pipeline). (Ex. 200, pp. 3-2 — 3-3.)

The project site is adjacent to the existing Otay Mesa Generating Project (a
natural gas-fired power plant). The PPEC site is comprised of a 10-acre parcel of
disturbed and development-prepared land within an industrial area. The site is
located in the southeast quadrant of the Alta Road and Calzada de la Fuente
intersection. The project site comprises the entire parcel with Assessor’s Parcel
Number (APN) 648-040-45, and the construction lay down area consists of 6.00
acres of an adjacent parcel to the south (APN 648-040-46). (Ex. 200, p. 3-2.)

The primary access point to the PPEC site would be from Calzada de la Fuente,
west of the Otay Mesa Generating Project. An emergency entrance would be
accessible via a separate access point from Alta Road. (Id.)

Land in the vicinity of the proposed project is designated for heavy industrial,
mixed industrial, technology business park, and conservation uses, with heavy
industrial uses representing the majority. (Id.)

If approved by the Energy Commission, the Applicant proposes to initiate
construction of the PPEC in the first quarter of 2013. The construction period is
expected to last approximately 16 months, with scheduled commercial operations
beginning in May, 2014. The average monthly workforce is projected to be 148
construction craft people, supervisory, support and construction management
personnel on site during construction. The peak monthly workforce is projected to
be 284 workers. The workforce level will peak between month 6 and month 10 of
the construction period. Construction will typically take place between 7:00 a.m.
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and 5:30 p.m., Monday through Friday. Additional hours may be necessary to
make up schedule deficiencies or to complete critical construction activities. (EX.
200, p. 3-8.)

B. SITE CERTIFICATION PROCESS

The PPEC and its related facilities are subject to Energy Commission licensing
jurisdiction. (Pub. Resource Code, § 25500 et seq.) During licensing
proceedings, the Commission acts as lead state agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). (Pub. Resource Code, 88 25519(c), 21000 et
seq.) The Commission’s regulatory process, including the evidentiary record and
associated analyses, is functionally equivalent to the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resource Code, 8§ 21080.5.) The process is
designed to complete the review within a specified time period when the required
information is submitted in a timely manner. A license issued by the Commission
is in lieu of other state and local permits, as well as federal permits to the extent
allowed by law.

The Commission's certification process provides a thorough review and analysis
of all aspects of a proposed power plant project. During this process, the Energy
Commission conducts a comprehensive examination of a project's potential
economic, public health and safety, reliability, engineering, and environmental
ramifications.

Specifically, the Commission's process allows for and encourages public
participation so that members of the public may become involved either
informally or on a formal level as intervenor parties who have the opportunity to
present evidence and cross-examine witnesses. Public participation is
encouraged at every stage of the process.

The process begins when an Applicant submits an AFC. Commission staff
reviews the data submitted as part of the AFC and makes a recommendation to
the Commission on whether the AFC contains adequate information to begin the
certification process. After the Commission determines an AFC contains
sufficient analytic information, it appoints a Committee of two Commissioners to
conduct the formal licensing process. This process includes public conferences
and evidentiary hearings, where the evidentiary record is developed and
becomes the basis for the Presiding Member’'s Proposed Decision (PMPD). The
PMPD determines a project's environmental impact and conformity with
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applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards and provides
recommendations to the full Commission.

The initial portion of the certification process is weighted heavily toward assuring
public awareness of the proposed project and obtaining necessary technical
information. During this time, the Commission staff sponsors public workshops at
which intervenors, agency representatives, and members of the public meet with
Staff and the Applicant to discuss, clarify, and negotiate pertinent issues. In this
proceeding, Staff published its initial technical evaluation of the PPEC in its
Preliminary Staff Analysis (PSA) and made it available for a 30-day comment
period on February 22, 2012. Staff published its Final Staff Analysis (FSA) on
May 22, 2012.

The Committee conducted a Prehearing Conference on July 9, 2012 to assess
the adequacy of available information, identify issues, and determine the
positions of the parties. Based on information presented at this event, the
Committee issued a Hearing Order to schedule formal evidentiary hearings,
which took place on July 23, 2012 in Chula Vista. At the evidentiary hearings, all
formal parties, including intervenors, may present sworn testimony, which is
subject to cross-examination by other parties and questioning by the Committee.
Members of the public may offer oral or written comments at these hearings.
Evidence submitted at the hearings provides the basis for the Committee’s
analysis and recommendations to the full Commission.

The Committee’s analysis and recommendations appear in the PMPD, which is
available for a 30-day public comment period. Depending upon the extent of
revisions necessary after considering comments received during this period, the
Committee may elect to publish a revised version. If so, the Revised PMPD
triggers an additional public comment period. Finally, the full Commission
decides whether to accept, reject, or modify the Committee's recommendations
at a public hearing.

Throughout the licensing process, members of the Committee, and ultimately the
Commission, serve as fact-finders and decision-makers. Other parties, including
the Applicant, Commission staff, and formal intervenors, function independently
with equal legal status. An "ex parte" rule prohibits parties in the case, or other
persons with an interest in the case, from communicating on substantive matters
with the decision-makers, their staffs, or assigned hearing adviser unless these
communications are made on the public record. The Office of the Public Adviser
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is available to assist the public in participating in all aspects of the certification
proceeding.

C. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Public Resources Code, sections 25500 et seq. and Energy Commission
regulations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, § 1701, et seqg.) mandate a public review
process and specify the occurrence of certain procedural events in which the
public may participate. The key procedural events that occurred in the present
case are summarized below.

On February 9, 2011, Pio Pico Energy Center LLC submitted an Application for
Certification (AFC) to the California Energy Commission to construct and operate
an electrical generating plant in San Diego County, California.

On April 20, 2011, the Energy Commission deemed the AFC data adequate
(sufficient data to proceed) and assigned a Committee of two Commissioners to
conduct proceedings.

The formal parties included the Applicant, Energy Commission staff (Staff), and
Intervenors Rob Simpson and Corrections Corporation of America (CCA).

On April 29, 2011, the Committee issued a Notice of "Notice of Public Site Visit
and Informational Hearing and Committee Order." The Notice was mailed to local
agencies and members of the community who were known to be interested in the
project, including the owners of land adjacent to or in the vicinity of the PPEC.
The Public Adviser's Office also advertised the public hearing and site visit and
distributed information to local officials and sensitive receptors surrounding the
project site.?

On May 16, 2011, the Committee conducted a site visit to tour the proposed
PPEC site and then convened a public informational hearing at the Higher
Education Center of Otay Mesa. At that event, the Committee, the parties,
interested governmental agencies, and other public participants discussed issues
related to development of the project, described the Commission's review
process, and explained opportunities for public participation.

% Sensitive receptors are people or institutions with people that are particularly susceptible to
illness, such as the elderly, very young children, people already weakened by illness (e.g.,
asthmatics), and persons engaged in strenuous exercise.
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On May 24, 2011, the Committee issued an initial Scheduling Order. The
Committee Schedule was based on both the Applicant's and Staff’'s proposed
schedules and related discussion at the Informational Hearing. The schedule
contained a list of events that must occur in order to complete the certification
process within 12 months.

In the course of the review process, Staff conducted public workshops in the San
Diego area. The purpose of the workshops was to provide members of the
community and governmental agencies opportunity to obtain project information,
and to offer comments regarding any aspect of the proposed project.

The PSA was issued on February 22, 2012. On March 23, 2012, Staff conducted
a publicly noticed workshop to address topics contained in the PSA.

The FSA was published on May 22, 2012. The public was provided with an
opportunity to comment on the document. The Committee conducted the
Prehearing Conference on July 9, 2012 in Sacramento and the Evidentiary
Hearing on July 23, 2012, in Chula Vista.

The Committee published the PMPD on August 6, 2012. A Committee
Conference to discuss the PMPD was held on August 29, 2012. The full
Commission adopted the PMPD and Errata, if any, at the September 12, 2012,
business meeting.

D. CoMMISSION OUTREACH

Several entities within the Energy Commission provide various notices
concerning power plant siting cases. Staff provides notices of staff workshops
and the release of the Staff Assessments. The Hearing Office notices
Committee-led events such as the informational hearing and site visit, status
conferences, the prehearing conference, and evidentiary hearings. The Public
Adviser's Office provides additional outreach for critical events as well as
provides information to interested persons that would like to become more
actively involved in a power plant siting proceeding. Further, the Media Office
provides notice of events to local and regional press through press releases.
The public may also subscribe to the proceeding's e-mail List Server offered on
the web page for each project which gives an immediate notification of
documents posted to the project web page. Through the activities of these
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entities, the Energy Commission has made every effort to ensure that interested
persons are notified of activities in this proceeding.

E. PuBLic COMMENT

The record contains public comments from concerned individuals and
organizations. Throughout these proceedings, as reflected in the transcribed
record, the Committee provided an opportunity for public comment at each
Committee-sponsored conference and hearing.
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Il. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PURPOSE

On February 9, 2011, Pio Pico Energy Center, LLC filed an Application for
Certification (11-AFC-01) with the California Energy Commission, to construct
and operate a simple cycle peaking and load following power plant that will
provide flexible peaking and load following power generation services during
periods of high demand in the San Diego area. The proposed Pio Pico Energy
Center (PPEC) would be a nominally rated 300 megawatt (MW) peaking and
load following power plant using three General Electric LMS100 natural gas-fired
combustion turbine generators (CTGS).

The PPEC is proposed to be located at the southeast quadrant of the intersection
of Alta Road and Calzada De La Fuente, in an unincorporated area of San Diego
County. The PPEC would be owned and operated by Pio Pico Energy Center,
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company.

As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this section of
the Decision describes the project based on the evidence of record. (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, §15124.)

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE
1. Project Setting

The project site is adjacent to the existing Otay Mesa Generating Project (a
natural gas-fired power plant). The PPEC site is comprised of a 10-acre parcel of
disturbed and development-prepared land within an industrial area. The site is
located in the southeast quadrant of the Alta Road and Calzada de la Fuente
intersection. The project site comprises the entire parcel with Assessor’s Parcel
Number (APN) 648-040-45, and the construction lay down area consists of 6.00
acres of an adjacent parcel to the south (APN 648-040-46). (Ex. 200, p. 3-2.)

The primary access point to the PPEC site would be from Calzada de la Fuente,
west of the Otay Mesa Generating Project. An emergency entrance would be
accessible via a separate access point from Alta Road. (Id.)

Land in the vicinity of the proposed project is designated for heavy industrial,
mixed industrial, technology business park, and conservation uses, with heavy
industrial uses representing the majority. (1d.)
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2. Project Objectives

The AFC describes the proposed PPEC project objectives as mirroring those set
forth in the SDG&E RFO:

o To be online by 2014;

. Be a minimum of 100 megawatts (MW) of peaking and intermediate-class
resources;

. Locate in SDG&E service territory;
. Operate under a fuel tolling agreement over a 20-year contract;

. Be capable of operating under all permits at annual capacity factors of a
minimum of 30% with an availability of >98%;

. Heat rates will be no higher than 10,500 British thermal units per kilowatt
hour (Btu/kwh); and

. Use flexible generation technology that can provide regulation during the
morning and evening ramps and/or units that can be started and shut down
as needed.

(Ex. 200, p. 3-1.)

3. Key Project Components and Features
The project’'s key components and features include the following:

The major equipment and facilities include the following:

o General Electric LMS100 natural gas-fired combustion turbine generators
(CTGs);

. Inlet air evaporative coolers;

e  Two separate mechanical-draft cooling towers (one wet and one dry);
o 230-kV switchyard w/ overhead high-voltage transmission lines;

o Air emissions control equipment;

e  Agueous ammonia storage tank;

e  Above-ground water storage tanks; and

. Underground utility connections (electrical transmission lines, natural gas
pipeline, potable water pipeline, reclaimed water pipeline and a sewer
pipeline). (Ex. 200, pp. 3-2 — 3-3))
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4. Associated Facilities and Processes

a. Air Pollution Control

The CTGs employ air pollution emission controls designed to meet the stringent
standards required by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD). Air
pollutants (or “emissions”) from the combustion of natural gas in the CTGs will be
controlled using state-of-the-art systems. The air pollutants that will be
minimized, monitored and controlled include:

e Nitrogen Oxides (NOx);

e Carbon Monoxide (CO);

e Particulate matter (PM);

e Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs); and
e Oxides of sulfur (SOx).

(Ex. 200, p. 3-3.)

b. NOx Production and Control Mechanisms

The PPEC would control NOx emission production during the CTG combustion
and post-combustion processes. The CTG combustors will be equipped with
water injection capability to reduce thermal NOx formed during the combustion
process. Post-combustion NOx emissions control would occur through the
catalyst housings on the CTG discharge (one per CTG), which are equipped with
selective catalytic reduction (SCR) catalyst modules to further reduce NOx in the
CTG exhaust gas. The SCR process will use 19 percent agueous ammonia
(NH3) as the reducing agent in the presence of high-temperature to activate the
catalyst. Diluted NH3 vapor will be injected into the exhaust gas stream via a grid
of nozzles located upstream of the catalyst module. The subsequent chemical
reaction on the catalyst will reduce NOx to nitrogen and water. The SCR
equipment will include a reactor chamber, catalyst modules, NH3 storage system,
NH3 vaporization and injection system, and monitoring equipment and sensors.

(d.)
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(of CO and VOC Emissions

An oxidation catalyst will be installed within the catalyst housing to reduce the
concentration of CO in the exhaust gas emitted to atmosphere to no greater than
4.0 ppmvd when adjusted to 15 percent oxygen (O2) on a dry basis. (Id.)

d. Emissions Monitoring

Continuous Emissions Monitoring Systems (CEMS) will sample, analyze, and
record fuel gas flow rate, NOx and CO concentration levels, and the percentage
of O in the stack gas. This system will generate reports of emissions data in
accordance with permit requirements and will send alarm signals to the plant’s
control system when emissions approach or exceed preselected limits. (Id.)

The remaining air pollutants listed above will be minimized by the use of natural
gas as the sole fuel for the CTGs. Particulates from cooling tower drift will also be
minimized by using a partial-dry cooling system. (Ex. 200, p. 3-4.)

e. Electrical Equipment, transmission and communications

Major Electrical Equipment and Systems: The net electric power generated by
the PPEC facility would be transmitted to the power grid through a 230-kV
interconnection with the SDG&E Otay Mesa switchyard. A small percentage of
electric power would be utilized on site to power auxiliaries, such as pumps,
natural gas compressors, cooling fans, control systems, and general facility
electric loads, including lighting, heating, and air conditioning. Some of the
auxiliary power would also be converted from alternating current (AC) to direct
current (DC) and would be used as back-up power for control systems and other
uses. (Ex. 200, p. 3-4.)

The CTGs will generate power at 13.8-kV, which will be stepped-up by fan-
cooled generator step-up unit (GSU) transformers to 230-kV for transmission to
the utility switchyard and grid. When the units are off-line, the auxiliary power
would be back-fed through each step-up and auxiliary transformer. Once the
units are running, they will supply their own auxiliary power. Surge arresters will
be provided at the high-voltage bushings to protect the transformers from surges
on the 230-kV system caused by lightning strikes or other system disturbances.
The high-voltage side of the step-up transformers would be connected to gas-
insulated (SF6) circuit breakers located in the facility’s 230-kV switchyard. (Id.)
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The facility’'s 230-kV switchyard will consist of a 230-kV radial feed type
configuration, 230-kV circuit breakers and disconnect switches, and structural
bus supports. An outgoing 230-kV generation tie line will be constructed using
either Route A or Route B to connect the plant to the existing SDG&E Otay Mesa
switchyard located approximately 1,800 feet east of the plant site. (Id.)

The DC power supply system for balance of plant (BOP) loads will consist of one
125V DC battery bank, two 125V DC full-capacity battery chargers, ground
detectors, and distribution panels. The 125V DC battery bank will feed all station
DC loads and the uninterruptible power supply (UPS). Additional 125V DC
systems may also be supplied as part of the CTG equipment. (Ex. 200, p. 3.5.)

Under normal operating conditions, the battery chargers will supply DC power to
the DC loads. The battery chargers will receive 480V, three-phase AC power
from the AC power supply (480V) system and continuously float charge the
battery while supplying power to the DC loads. The ground detection scheme will
detect grounds on the DC power supply system. (Id.)

Under abnormal or emergency conditions when power from the AC power supply
(480V) system is unavailable, the battery will supply DC power to the DC power
supply system loads. Recharging of a discharged battery will occur whenever
480V power becomes available from the AC power supply (480V) system. The
rate of charge will depend on the characteristics of the battery bank, battery
charger, and the connected DC load during charging. However, the anticipated
maximum recharge time will be 24 hours. (Id.)

The BOP 125V DC system will be used to provide control power to the 4.16-kV
switchgear, the 480V secondary unit substations, and critical control circuits. (Id.)

Transmission: Transmission Route A would begin as an overhead power line
along the north side of Calzada de la Fuente, extend approximately 1,700 feet
east where it would then be routed underground for approximately 400 feet into
the Otay Mesa switchyard. The total length of Route A would be approximately
2,100 feet. Transmission Route B begins as an overhead power line from the
eastern edge of the project site, would run south approximately 550 feet, then
turn east along the northern border of the parcels with APN 648-040-48 and APN
648-040-43 for 1,400 feet, and finally turn north for approximately 700 feet into
the Otay Mesa switchyard. The total length of Route B would be approximately
2,650 feet. (Ex. 200, pp. 3-4 — 3-5.)
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Communications: Communications hardware, including fiber-optic terminal
equipment and a fiber optic cable would be used for the supervisory control and
data acquisition system (SCADA) remote terminal unit (RTU) for station
automation, as required by SDG&E. (Ex. 200, p. 3-5.)

f. Natural gas supply

The combustion turbine generators will fire natural gas exclusively. At full load,
each CTG will require up to 819 MMBtu/hr lower heating value (LHV) of natural
gas, for a total plant demand of 2,457 MMBtu/hr LHV. SDG&E will build, own,
and operate a 12-inch high pressure gas pipeline running from SDG&E’s nearby
36-inch 800-psig (per square inch gauge) gas pipeline. (Id.)

The piping will be installed underground from the connection at the SDG&E gas
transmission line to the point where it enters the project site. At the project site
boundary, the piping will be routed to the aboveground gas metering and
regulation station. From the metering station the pipeline would be connected to
onsite fuel gas compressors. (Id.)

There are two possible routes for the gas supply pipeline. Route A extends
approximately 2,375 feet south along Alta Road, which is the same distance of
the original Route A along Alta Road. The Modified Gas Line Route A then turns
west on Otay Mesa Road for approximately 2,700 feet, and then turns south on
Enrico Fermi Drive for approximately 2,700 feet to Airway Road. (Ex. 200, p. 3-
6.)

Route B would extend approximately 2,375 feet south along Alta Road, turn west
on Otay Mesa Road, and continue approximately 7,920 feet to Harvest Road at
which point it would connect to the existing SDG&E natural gas pipeline for a
total of approximately 10,300 feet. (Ex. 200, p. 3-6.)

g. Water demand and source of supply

Process water uses include plant service water, cooling system makeup,
combustion turbine NOx injection, and combustion turbine inlet air evaporative
cooler makeup. The CTG injection water will be demineralized using an ultra
filtration (UF) system, a reverse osmosis (RO) system, and skid-mounted ion
exchange vessels. Process water will also serve as a secondary source of fire
protection water. (Ex. 200, p. 3-6.)
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Water supply and treatment: The PPEC will require 379 acre-feet of water per
year for operations. The proposed supplier of the water is the Otay Water District
(the “District”). The District is working to complete a planned expansion of its
regional recycled water delivery system. (Id.)

Construction of the PPEC is anticipated to begin in February 2013 and the
estimated commercial online date is May 2014. In the event that the District’'s
expanded recycled water system has not been completed or is not operational,
PPEC would rely on potable water supplied by the District until such time that
recycled water becomes available. (Id.)

Upon the District's commissioning of the proposed Otay Mesa area recycled
water system, PPEC will connect to a recycled water main either along Calzada
de la Fuente or along Alta Road. (Id.)

Otay Water District will supply facility drinking water, showers, sinks, toilets, eye
wash stations, and safety showers in hazardous chemical areas. It will also serve
as the facility’s primary source of fire protection water. (Id.)

The Enhanced Water Treatment System (EWT System) consists of: (1) a high-
pH RO wastewater treatment system; (2) water recycle piping; (3) Final
Wastewater Storage Tank (FWST); and (4) a wastewater tanker truck loading
area. The equipment will be housed in the water treatment building. (Ex. 200, p.
3-7.)

Pretreatment processes upstream of the RO are designed to reduce the
hardness, metals, and suspended solids in the wastewater. The RO process is
designed to operate at an elevated pH that controls biological, organic, and
particulate fouling, eliminates scaling due to calcium and metal salts, and
increases organics rejection. (Id.)

Process wastewater (blowdown) from the wet surface-to-air coolers and the
oil/water separator effluent will be stored in a 95,000 gallon Process Wastewater
Collection Tank while awaiting treatment by the EWT System. Wastewater will be
treated to produce both a recycled water stream and a final wastewater effluent.
The recycled water stream produced from the EWT System will be piped back to
the Raw Water Tank. The RO reject wastewater will be stored in the 20,000
gallon FWST. Water from the FWST will then be pumped into a tanker truck and
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transported to the city of San Diego’s industrial wastewater disposal facility
referred to as Pump Station Number 1. (Id.)

Area drains will be located by mechanical equipment where it is determined that
oil could mix with rainwater or other water sources. The water collected by these
drains will go to the oil-water separator, which separates out any oil before the
effluent goes to the sewer. The oil-contaminated fluid will be pumped out by a
vacuum truck on an as-needed basis and disposed of at a facility specifically
gualified to handle such waste. Hazardous containments will not have drains, but
they will be pumped out by vacuum pump if hazardous materials are present.

(1d.)

The sanitary waste drains will be sent to the San Diego County sewer line via the
dedicated connection pipe that would also carry the RO rejects and cooling tower
blowdown. (1d.)

h. Stormwater handling

Stormwater will be managed by employing Best Management Practices (BMPs)
that prevent soil erosion and impacts on surrounding vegetation. Generally,
gravel will be used in lieu of concrete and asphalt paving, where possible, to
allow for on-site stormwater infiltration. Remaining stormwater will sheet flow into
an on-site detention pond located at the northwest corner of the project site.
From the basin it will flow to an existing 30-inch stormwater pipeline located
along Calzada de la Fuente and from there into the regional storm water
management and conveyance system. (Id.)

5. Project Construction and Operation

If approved by the Energy Commission, the Applicant proposes to initiate
construction of the PPEC in February 2013. Construction of the generating
facility, from site preparation and grading to commercial operation, is expected to
require 16 months. The PPEC could begin commercial operation by May 2014.
The average monthly workforce is projected to be 148 construction craft people,
supervisory, support and construction management personnel on site during
construction. The peak monthly workforce is projected to be 284 workers. The
workforce level will peak between month 6 and month 10 of the construction
period. Construction will typically take place between 7:00 a.m. and 5:30 p.m.,
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Monday through Friday. Additional hours may be necessary to make up schedule
deficiencies or to complete critical construction activities. (Ex. 200, p. 3-8.)

As an intermediate load and peaking facility, each CTG will be limited to operate
no more than 4,000 hr/yr. The plant will be dispatched by SDG&E in accordance
with its economic dispatch procedures. The time required for startup is
approximately 10 minutes. The SDG&E contract allows for 500 startups and
shutdowns per unit per calendar year in addition to the 4,000 hours of normal
operation. (Id.)

Plant operations staff will include a total of four operators, four maintenance
technicians, one environmental technician, one administrative staff member, one
operations supervisor, and a plant manager. The plant will operate and be staffed
24 hours per day, seven days per week. Plant operations will be directed from a
control room. All system equipment will be controlled through a programmable
logic controller (PLC) or digital control system (DCS) system, and the project
equipment will be integrated into this proven control system. (Id.)

6. Facility Closure

At the end of the PPEC’s operational lifespan, the project would cease operation
and be shut down. At that time, it would be necessary to ensure that the closure
occurred in such a way that public health and safety and the environment were
protected from adverse impacts. Although the setting for this project does not
appear to present any special or unusual closure problems, it is impossible to
foresee what the situation would be in 30 years or more when the project has
ceased operation. Therefore, provisions must be made that provide the flexibility
to deal with the specific situation and project setting at the time of closure. Laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) pertaining to facility closure are
identified in the technical sections of this assessment. Facility closure would be
consistent with LORS in effect at the time of closure.

Facility closure can be either temporary or permanent and can result from either
of two circumstances: 1) the facility is closed suddenly and/or unexpectedly due
to unplanned circumstances, such as a natural disaster or other unexpected
event (e.g., a temporary shortage of facility fuel); or 2) the facility is closed in a
planned, orderly manner, such as at the end of its useful economic or mechanical
life or due to gradual obsolescence.

2-9
Project Description and Purpose



Temporary Closure: Temporary or unplanned closure can result from a number
of unforeseen circumstances, ranging from natural disaster to economic forces.
For a short term unplanned closure, where there is no facility damage resulting in
a hazardous substance release, the facility would be kept “as is,” ready to
resume operating when the unplanned closure event is rectified or ceases to
restrict operations. No decommissioning plan would be submitted for a temporary
shutdown.

In the event that there is facility damage, the project owner would notify the
Energy Commission’s Compliance Unit and follow the emergency Risk
Management Plan (RMP) as appropriate. Depending upon the expected duration
of the shutdown, chemicals may be drained from the storage tanks and other
equipment. All waste (hazardous and non-hazardous) would be disposed of
according to LORS in effect at the time of the closure. Facility security would be
retained so that the facility is secure from trespassers. (Ex. 200, p. 3-9.)

Permanent Closure: The anticipated life of the generation facility is 30 years.
However, if the facility were economically viable at the end of the 30-year
operating period, it could continue to operate for a much longer period of time. As
power plant operators continuously upgrade their generation equipment, and
maintain the equipment up to industry standards, there is every expectation that
the generation facility would have value beyond its expected life. (Id.)

Closure Mitigation: At the time of facility closure, decommissioning would be
completed in a manner that: 1) protects the health and safety of the public; and,
2) is environmentally acceptable. One year prior to a planned closure, the project
owner would submit to the Energy Commission a specific decommissioning plan
that would include the following:

e |dentification, discussion, and scheduling of the proposed decommissioning
activities to include the power plant, applicable transmission lines, and other
pertinent facilities constructed as part of the project.

e Description of the measures to be taken that would ensure the safe shutdown
and decommissioning of all equipment, including the draining and cleaning of
all tanks, and the removal of any hazardous waste.

e I|dentification of all applicable LORS in effect at the time, and how the specific
decommissioning would be accomplished in accordance with the LORS.

¢ Notification of state and local agencies.
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Once land has been used for industrial or commercial purposes, it rarely
reverts back to its natural state. If the plant site is to return to its natural state,
the specific decommissioning plan would include the removal of all
aboveground and underground objects and material, and an erosion control
plan that is consistent with sound land management practices.

(Ex. 200, pp. 3-9 — 3-10.)

In the event of an unplanned closure due to earthquake damage or other
circumstances, the project owner would meet with the Energy Commission’s
Compliance Project Manager and local agencies and submit a detailed
decommissioning closure plan in a timely manner. (Id.)

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidentiary record, we find as follows:

1.

Pio Pico Energy Center, LLC will own and operate the PPEC project in the
San Diego County, California.

The project will be a natural-gas fired, simple-cycle peaking/ load following
facility rated at a gross generating capacity of 300 MW.

The project includes two transmission line corridors and a new natural gas
supply line.

The project and its objectives are adequately described by the relevant
documents contained in the record.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

We therefore conclude that the PPEC project is described at a level of detall
sufficient to allow review in compliance with the provisions of both the Warren-
Alquist Act and the California Environmental Quality Act.
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. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

As a general rule, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), its
Guidelines, and the Energy Commission’s regulations require an evaluation of
the comparative merits of a range of feasible site and facility alternatives which
meet the basic objectives of the proposed project but would avoid or substantially
lessen potentially significant environmental impacts. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 88
15126.6(c)(e); see also, tit. 20, § 1765.)

The range of alternatives, including the “No Project” alternative, is governed by
the “rule of reason” which requires consideration only of those alternatives
necessary to permit informed decision making and public participation. CEQA
states that an environmental document does not have to consider an alternative
where the effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is
remote and speculative. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.6(f)(3).)

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE

1. Project Objectives

The project objectives are:

e Construct and operate a generating facility with a minimum, nominal rating of
300-megawatts (MW);

e Construct and operate a generating facility with the ability to provide quick
start operations;

e Project shall be online by end of 2014;
e Located in SDG&E service territory;

e If natural gas-fired technology is used then heat rates will be no higher than
10,500 British thermal units per kilowatt hour (btu/kWh) and the project shall
operate under a fuel tolling agreement with SDG&E under a 20-year contract;

e Capable of operating under all permits at annual capacity factors of a
minimum of 30 percent with an availability of >98 percent; and

e Use flexible generating resources that can provide regulation during the
morning and evening ramps and/or units that can be started and shut down
as needed.

(Ex. 200, p. 6-2.)

The PPEC’s potentially significant environmental impacts can be mitigated to a
less than significant level by implementation of mitigation measures identified in
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this Decision. However, for the purposes of this alternatives analysis, we
consider whether any of the significant impacts could have been avoided or
lessened by using an alternative site. We consider whether an alternative site
could reduce impacts in the following environmental areas: air quality, biological
resources, traffic & transportation, noise and visual resources.

2. Alternative Sites

The Applicant identified seven alternative sites. (Ex. 1, Figure 4.5-1.) What must
be determined is whether any of the alternative sites could potentially attain most
of the basic project objectives and potentially avoid or substantially lessen one or
more of the significant impacts of the project. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14
815126.6(a).) Staff applied the following criteria to each of the alternative sites
selected by the Applicant:

a. A minimum of nine acres in size;

b. Have zoning that is compatible with the development of a power plant (i.e.
industrial or heavy industrial) or be within the jurisdiction of a local
government that would likely support a zone change for the development of a
power plant;

c. Be located a minimum of 1,000 feet from the nearest noise receptor (i.e.
residential neighborhood, school, etc);

d. Be located a minimum of 1,000 feet from the nearest key observation point
over the view shed in which the site is located and would potentially adversely
affect;

e. Be located within five miles of the nearest high voltage electrical transmission
line;

f. Be located within five miles of the nearest natural gas trunk line; and

g. Be located within five miles of potable water and recycled water service
mains.

(Ex. 200, p. 6-2.)

Alternative Site “A” — North Main Street

Site A is located on the north side of Main Street between Nirvana and Heritage
Roads. This site is surrounded by recycling complexes to the north and west and
undeveloped, mostly undisturbed, land to the east and south. This site is 18
acres in size and part of APN 6440500600 and therefore meets the minimum
size requirement. (Ex. 200, p. 6-5.)
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Site A is hilly and has a deep natural ravine running through the center of the
site. Given this irregular topography, this site would require significantly more
grading as compared to that of the proposed site which is already graded;
however, despite the added engineering and construction costs associated with
site excavation, at this stage of the analysis, the additional cost is presumed to
be economically feasible in order to allow further analysis herein.

Biological Resources: Because the site is primarily undisturbed land located
adjacent and just north of the Otay River, it has the potential to support sensitive
biological resources, special-status wildlife species and special-status plant
species. Although protocol level biological surveys have not been conducted,
based upon a query of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), it is
reasonable to assume the site has the potential to support habitat for the species
listed in Alternatives Table-1, below. Given the foregoing, grading of this site
would likely result in some level of significant impacts to biological resources.

ALTERNATIVES Table 1

Biological Resources Potentially Affected on Alternative Site “A”

Common Name Scientific Name Status*
Plants
San Diego thorn-mint Acanthominta ilicifolia FT, SE, RPR 1B.1, S2,
G2, MSCP
San Diego marsh-elder Iva hayesiana RPR 2.2, S2.2?, G3?
Robinson's pepper-grass Lepidium virginicum var. RPR 2.2, G5T2?, S2.2
robinsonii
Laguna Mountains jewel-flower Streptanthus bernardinus RPR 4.3, S3.3, G3
Parry’s tetracoccus Tetracoccus dioicus RPR 1B.2, S2.2, G3,
MSCP
Invertebrates
western beach tiger beetle Cicindela latesignata latesignata G4T1T2 S1
western tidal-flat tiger beetle Cicindela gabbii G4, s1

(Ex. 200, pp. 6-6 — 6-7.)

*Status Legend

Federal FE = Federally listed endangered: species in danger of extinction throughout a significant portion of
its range

FT = Federally listed, threatened: species likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future

State  SE = State listed as endangered
Local MSCP = County of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Plan covered species

California Native Plant Society Rare Plant Rank (RPR)

List 1B = Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere

List 2 = Rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere
List 3 = Plants which need more information
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List 4 = Limited distribution — a watch list
List 1A = Presumed extinct because they have not been seen or collected in the wild in California for many
years. This list also includes plants which are presumed extirpated

Threat Rank

0.1 = Seriously threatened in California (high degree/immediacy of threat)

0.2 = Fairly threatened in California (moderate degree/immediacy of threat)

0.3 = Not very threatened in California (low degree/immediacy of threats or no current threats known)

Global Rank/State Rank

Global rank (G-rank) and State rank (S-rank) is a reflection of the overall condition of an element throughout
its global (or State) range. Subspecies are denoted by a T-rank; multiple rankings indicate a range of values.
State rank (S-rank) is assighed much the same way as the global rank, except state ranks in California often
also contain a threat designation attached to the S-rank. An H-rank indicates that all sites are historical.

G1 or S1 = Critically imperiled — At very high risk of extinction due to extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer
populations), very steep declines, or other factors.

G2 or S2 = Imperiled — At high risk of extinction or elimination due to very restricted range, very few
populations, steep declines, or other factors.

G3 or S3 = Vulnerable — At moderate risk of extinction or elimination due to a restricted range, relatively few
populations, recent and widespread declines, or other factors.

G4 or S4 = Apparently Secure — Uncommon but not rare; some cause for long-term concern due to declines
or other factors.

G5 or S5 = Secure — Common; widespread and abundant.

G#G# and S#S# = Range Rank is used to indicate the range of uncertainty about the exact status of a taxon
or ecosystem type.

Q = Questionable taxonomy that may reduce conservation priority.

H = Possibly extinct

? = Inexact numeric rank

T# = Infraspecific taxon refer to subspecies, varieties and other designations below the level of species.

Noise: The nearest noise receptors to Site A are residences along Quarterdeck
Lane located about 1,500 feet southwest of the site. This distance meets the
minimal 1,000 foot receptor distance criteria. (Ex. 200, p. 6-7.)

Visual Resources: The nearest KOPs are located along Quarterdeck Lane
located about 1,500 feet southwest of the site. Many of these residences have
substantial views of the Alternative Site “A”. Locating the PPEC at this site has
the potential to substantially degrade the existing visual character and quality of
the site and its surroundings. Due to the higher elevation and proximity of
existing residential neighborhoods, development of the PPEC at this site would
likely create an immitigable visual impact. The distance of this site to the nearest
receptor does however meet the minimal 1,000 foot criteria. (Id.)

The nearest feasible 230-kV electrical interconnection point would be at the east
end of Wiley Road, approximately two miles east of State Route 125. This is also
the same point where the natural gas line would connect. Both the transmission
interconnection and the natural gas line connections would be approximately five
miles in length. The need for a new 25,000-foot, high-voltage transmission line
and 52 new transmission line towers parallel with the Otay River valley would
likely result in immitigable visual impacts on the view shed of the neighborhoods
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located upslope of Main Street and Wiley Road, and impact the view shed of
motorists who use these two thoroughfares. (Id.)

Traffic_ and Transportation: The site is far from either of the nearest airports.
Traffic could be temporarily disrupted during construction due to trenching for
underground utilities. (Id.)

Conclusion: Development of the PPEC on Alternative Site “A” would likely result
in significant, direct impacts to biological resources as compared with no “direct”
impacts resulting from development of the proposed site. Also, the increased
noise levels could potentially affect breeding habitat of listed species that may
exist along the adjacent Otay River. The increased noise levels could also impact
the nearby residential communities.

Further, due to the topography of the area, development of this site would
potentially result in immitigable impacts to visual resources by adversely
changing the view for residents who live upslope of the project site and
significantly impacting the view for motorists along Main Street and Wiley Road.
These changes would result from the height of the exhaust stacks and the
construction of more than 50 new transmission line towers together with five
miles of high-voltage electrical transmission lines.

ALTERNATIVES Table 2

Biological Resources Potentially Affected on Alternative Site “B”,
Common Name Scientific Name Status*
Plants
San Diego thorn-mint Acanthominta ilicifolia FT, SE, RPR 1B.1, S2, G2, MSCP
San Diego marsh-elder Iva hayesiana RPR 2.2, S2.2?, G3?
Robinson's pepper-grass Lepidium virginicum var. RPR 2.2, G5T2?, S2.2
robinsonii
Laguna Mountains jewel-flower | Streptanthus bernardinus RPR 4.3, S3.3, G3
Parry’s tetracoccus Tetracoccus dioicus RPR 1B.2, S2.2, G3, MSCP
Invertebrates
western beach tiger beetle Cicindela latesignata G4T1T2 S1
latesignata
western tidal-flat tiger beetle Cicindela gabbii G4, S1
Birds
Least Bell's vireo Vireo Bellii pusillus FE, SE, MSCP

(Ex. 200, p. 6-9.)
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Alternative Site “B” — South Main Street

Alternative Site “B” is located on the south side of Main Street between Nirvana
Road and Brandywine Avenue. This site is surrounded by auto dealerships to the
west and northwest, vacant disturbed lot to the north, warehouse facilities to the
northeast, disturbed/undeveloped lot to the east and undisturbed open space to
the south. Site B consists of approximately 10 acres. The site slopes to the south
toward the Otay River valley. The entire site has been disturbed.

Biological Resources: Alternative Site “B” is completely disturbed and has only a
minimal amount of vegetation. However, because it borders the Otay River it
could impact the biological resources listed in Alternatives Table 2, above. (Ex.
200, p. 6-9.)

Visual Resources: The nearest KOPs are from residences located about 1,100
feet south on Dennery Road and residences located about 1,500 feet north on
Jeremy Point Court. Many of these residences have substantial views of
Alternative Site “B”. Locating the PPEC at this site has the potential to
substantially degrade the existing visual character and quality from these KOPs.
Due to the higher elevation and proximity of existing residential neighborhoods,
development of the PPEC at this site would likely create an immitigable visual
impact. Moreover, the need for a new 25,000-foot, high-voltage transmission line
and 52 new transmission line towers parallel with the Otay River valley would
likely result in immitigable visual impacts on the view shed of the neighborhoods
located upslope of Main Street and Wiley Road, and impact the view for
motorists who use these two thoroughfares. (Id.)

Traffic_ and Transportation: The site is far from either of the nearest airports.
Traffic could be temporarily disrupted during construction due to trenching for
underground utilities.

Conclusion: Development of the PPEC on Alternative Site “B” would likely result
in significant, direct impacts to biological resources as compared with no “direct”
impacts resulting from development of the proposed site.

Further, due to the topography of the area, development of this site would
potentially result in immitigable impacts to visual resources by adversely
changing the view for residents who live upslope of the project site and
significantly impacting the view for motorists along Main Street and Wiley Road.
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Alternative Site “C” — Maxwell Road

Site C is located on Maxwell Road about 1,000 feet north of Main Street and on
the east side of Maxwell Road. It is surrounded by a municipal landfill to the
northeast, auto recycling complex to the east, commercial buildings and parking
to the west, and vacant disturbed undeveloped land to the south. (Ex. 200, p. 6-
11.)

Biological Resources: Alternative Site “C” is mostly used as a parking lot and has
very little vegetation. However, because the site borders undisturbed lands to the
north and northwest which may have suitable habitat for flora and fauna, the
development of the PPEC on this site could potentially impact the biological
resources listed in Alternatives Table 3, below:

ALTERNATIVES Table 3
Biological Resources Potentially Affected on Alternative Site “C”
Common Name Scientific Name Status’

Plants

FT, SE, RPR 1B.1, S2, G2,
MSCP

RPR 2.2, G5T27?, S2.2

San Diego thorn-mint Acanthominta ilicifolia

Robinson's pepper-grass Lepidium virginicum var.

robinsonii
Laguna Mountains jewel-flower Streptanthus bernardinus RPR 4.3, S3.3, G3
Parry’s tetracoccus Tetracoccus dioicus RPR 1B.2, S2.2, G3, MSCP

Invertebrates

Cicindela latesignata
latesignata

western tidal-flat tiger beetle Cicindela gabbii G4, S1
(Ex. 200, p. 6-11.)

western beach tiger beetle G4T1T2 S1

Noise Levels: The nearest noise receptors to Site C are residences located about
1,300 feet northeast on Jeremy Point Court. These nearby receptor locations
meet the minimal 1,000 foot receptor distance criteria. (Id.)

Visual Resources: The nearest KOPs are from residences located about 1,100
feet south on Dennery Road and residences located about 1,500 feet north on
Jeremy Point Court. Many of these residences have substantial views of
Alternative Site “C”. Locating the PPEC at this site has the potential to
substantially degrade the existing visual character and quality of the views from
these KOPs. Due to the higher elevation and proximity of existing residential
neighborhoods, development of the PPEC at this site would likely create an
immitigable visual impact. Moreover, The need for a new 25,000-foot, high-
voltage transmission line and 52 new transmission line towers parallel with the
Otay River valley would likely result in immitigable visual impacts on the view
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shed of the neighborhoods located upslope of Main Street and Wiley Road, and
impact the view for motorists who use these two thoroughfares. (Ex. 200, pp. 6-
11 -6-12))

Traffic and Transportation: The site is far from either of the nearest airports.
Traffic could be temporarily disrupted during construction due to trenching for
underground utilities.

Conclusion: Development of the PPEC on Alternative Site “C” could result in
direct and or indirect impacts to biological resources.

Further, due to the topography of the area, development of this site would
potentially result in immitigable impacts to visual resources by adversely
changing the view for residents who live upslope of the project site and
significantly impacting the view for motorists along Main Street and Wiley Road.
These changes would result from the height of the exhaust stacks and the
construction of more than 50 new transmission line towers together with five
miles of high-voltage electrical transmission lines.

Alternative Site “D” — Lower Otay Reservoir Mesa

The Lower Otay Reservoir Mesa site is located adjacent to the Otay Lakes Water
Treatment Plant, and adjacent to and to the west of the Otay Lakes County Park.
To the south and west of the site is partially disturbed open space preserve. Site
D is on a 15-acre mesa that is perched midway between the ridge lines to the
north and the Otay River valley to the south. The mesa is located within the
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) which would require that the site
be removed from the MSCP and additional adjacent and biologically comparable
land be added to the MSCP elsewhere. (Ex. 200, p. 6-13.)

Noise Levels: The nearest noise receptor to this site is a county park ranger
house that is located about 1,200 feet away. With the exception of a park ranger
house, the nearest receptors to this site are in the community of Otay Ranch,
about one mile to the northwest. (1d.)

Biological Resources: Due to the location within the MSCP, development of this
site would result in significant impacts to biological resources. Therefore the U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish & Game
(CDFG) formally opposed the use of this site for a power plant. (Ex. 200, p. 6-
14.)

3-8
Alternatives



Conclusion: Due to the potential of not being able to obtain a necessary permit
for development through concurrence from the CDFG and USFWS to amend the
MSCP, and the high biological cost in terms of impacts within the MSCP, this site
is therefore ruled out as an environmentally preferred alternative.

Alternative Sites “E”, “F” and “G” - Otay Mesa Road

Each of these parcels (collectively referred to as Alternative Site “E” in the FSA)
was eliminated during the evaluation process once it became evident that the
height of the exhaust stacks posed a hazard for aircraft arriving and departing
from the nearby Brown Field airport. (Id.)

We therefore conclude that that none of the alternative sites considered are
superior to the proposed site.

3. Alternative Fuels and Technologies

The record examines various generation technology alternatives, as well as
conservation and demand side management. The various generation alternatives
considered by Applicant and Staff were all deemed inferior to the project site due
to infeasibility, failure to conform to the project objectives, or lack of
environmental benefit. Intervenor Simpson presented the testimony of Bill
Powers, P.E., an engineer with nearly 30 years’ experience in the energy field,
who opined that a combination of distributed solar generation (e.g, rooftop
photovoltaic panels), battery and thermal storage options, and demand side
management could obviate the need for the PPEC. (Ex. 302.)

In rebuttal, Staff presented the testimony of David Vidaver, an Electric
Generation System Program Specialist with the California Energy Commission.
Mr. Vidaver stated that the PPEC would provide a number of services that cannot
be provided by rooftop solar, including the ability to change output over a wide
range within a few minutes, in order to meet load-following needs and provide
frequency response in the San Diego area. (Ex 206.)

Mr. Powers testified at length about the availability of solar resources during the
top 100 demand hours of the year. He stated that the actual availability of solar
resources was 99 percent during the top 100 hours. (Ex. 302.) Mr. Vidaver
countered this by pointing out that while some solar resources might be
available, the more important factor is the performance of those resources.
According to Mr. Vidaver, “availability bears little if any relationship to output.” Mr.
Vidaver further stated that the output of solar resources is highly variable; that
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any amount of installed nameplate capacity can reliably contribute only a part of
that capacity to the grid. (Ex. 206.)

Nothing in the evidence persuades us that solar or wind generation resources,
combined with storage options in their respective, current states of commercial
development, can serve as a substitute for PPEC’s ability to provide up to
300MW of flexible, reliable, and dispatchable, load-following capacity. Solar and
wind technologies increasingly are playing an important role in meeting the
state’s energy demands. At this time, however, those resources cannot replace
facilities such as the PPEC. We are confident that the state’s energy policies
and laws will ensure the continuing development of renewable generation and
storage resources.

One alternative to meeting California’s electricity demand with new generation is
to reduce the demand for electricity. Such conservation and demand side
measures include reducing energy use by increasing energy efficiency and
conservation, implementing commensurate building and appliance standards,
and addressing load management and fuel substitution.

Even with a great variety of federal, state, and local demand side management
programs, the state’s electricity use is still increasing. Current demand side
programs are not sufficient to satisfy the diverse array of future electricity needs,
nor is it likely that even more aggressive demand side programs could
accomplish this, given the economic and population growth rates in recent years.
Therefore, although it is likely that federal, state, and local demand side
programs will receive even greater emphasis in the future, both new generation
and new transmission facilities are needed in the immediate future and beyond to
maintain adequate supplies.

4. No Project Alternative

The “No Project” alternative assumes that the project is not constructed. The
purpose of this analysis is to provide a comparison of the impacts of approving
the proposed project against the impacts of not approving it. (Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 14, § 15126.6(i).)

If the project were not built, San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E), as a utility
provider, would not benefit from the efficient source of a local 300 MW electrical
generation facility which this project would provide. Additionally, the “No Project”
alternative would not allow SDG&E to meet the peak energy demands of its
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customers as contemplated in its Request for Offers for which the PPEC bid was
selected. Nor would SDG&E be able to further support Local Resource Adequacy
requirements, under Public Utilities Code section 380. If the PPEC were not built,
there would be less quick-start, generating assets that can compensate for the
intermittency of solar and wind power generation facilities. (Ex. 200, p. 6-17.)

In light of the reliability mandates, peak energy demands and the need to have
quick start generation capacity to compensate for the intermittency of renewable
resources such as wind and or solar-electric power, in the absence of the
proposed PPEC, other power plants would likely be constructed in the region to
supply the SDG&E’s demand for additional generation capacity that meets these
needs. We therefore conclude that the “No Project” alternative would not be a
reasonable alternative to the proposed project to meet existing needs.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based upon the evidence, including that presented on each subject area
described in other portions of this Decision, we find and conclude as follows:

1. The record contains an acceptable analysis of a reasonable range of
alternatives to the project as proposed.

2. The record contains an adequate review of alternative sites, linear
routings, fuels, technologies, and the “No Project” alternative.

3. Alternative fuels and technologies are not capable of meeting project
objectives.
4, No site alternative identified is capable of meeting the stated project

objectives and applicable siting criteria.

5. No feasible alternative site has been identified which would lessen project
impacts.
6. The “No Project” alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen

potentially significant environmental impacts.

7. Implementation of the conditions of certification contained in this Decision
will ensure that the PPEC does not create any significant direct, indirect,
or cumulative adverse environmental impacts.
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CONCLUSION OF LAW

We conclude, therefore, that the record contains a sufficient analysis of a
reasonable range of alternatives and complies with the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act, the Warren-Alquist Act, and their respective
regulations.

No conditions of certification are required for this topic.
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IV. COMPLIANCE AND CLOSURE

Public Resources Code section 25532 requires the Commission to establish a
post-certification monitoring system. The purpose of this requirement is to assure
that certified facilities are constructed and operated in compliance with applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations, standards, as well as the specific conditions of
certification adopted as part of this Decision.

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE

The record contains a full explanation of the purposes and intent of the
Compliance Plan (Plan). The Plan is the administrative mechanism used to
ensure that the Pio Pico Energy Center (PPEC) project is constructed and
operated according to the conditions of certification. It essentially describes the
respective duties and expectations of the Project Owner and the Staff
Compliance Project Manager (CPM) in implementing the design, construction,
and operation criteria set forth in this Decision.

Compliance with the conditions of certification contained in this Decision is
verified through mechanisms such as periodic reports and site visits. The Plan
also contains requirements governing the planned closure, as well as the
unexpected temporary and unexpected permanent closure, of the project.

The Compliance Plan is composed of two broad elements. The first element
establishes the "General Conditions," which:

e set forth the duties and responsibilities of the Compliance Project Manager
(CPM), the project owner, delegate agencies, and others;

e set forth the requirements for handling confidential records and maintaining
the compliance record;

e set forth procedures for settling disputes and making post-certification
changes;

o set forth the requirements for periodic compliance reports and other
administrative procedures necessary to verify the compliance status of all
Commission imposed conditions; and

. set forth requirements for facility closure.

The second general element of the Plan contains the specific “conditions of
certification.” These are found following the summary and discussion of each
individual topic area in this Decision. The individual conditions contain the
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measures required to mitigate potentially adverse project impacts associated with
construction, operation, and closure to levels of insignificance. Each condition
also includes a verification provision describing the method of assuring that the
condition has been satisfied.

The contents of the Compliance Plan are intended to be implemented in
conjunction with any additional requirements contained in the individual
conditions of certification.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The record establishes:

1. Requirements contained in the Compliance Plan and in the specific
conditions of certification are intended to be implemented in conjunction

with one another.

2. We adopt the following Compliance Plan as part of this Decision.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The compliance and monitoring provisions incorporated as a part of this
Decision satisfy the requirements of Public Resources Code section
25532.

2. The Compliance Plan and the specific conditions of certification contained

in this Decision assure that the PPEC will be designed, constructed,
operated, and closed in conformity with applicable law.
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GENERAL CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

DEFINITIONS

DEFINITIONS

The following terms and definitions are used to establish when conditions of
certification are implemented.

PRE-CONSTRUCTION SITE MOBILIZATION

Site mobilization is limited to preconstruction activities to allow for the installation
of fencing, construction trailers, construction trailer utilities, and construction
trailer parking at the site. Limited ground disturbance, grading, and trenching
associated with the above mentioned pre-construction activities is considered
part of site mobilization. Walking, driving or parking a passenger vehicle, pickup
truck and/or light vehicles is allowable during site mobilization.

CONSTRUCTION
Onsite work to install permanent equipment or structures for any facility.

Ground Disturbance

Construction-related ground disturbance refers to activities that result in the
removal of top soil or vegetation at the site beyond site mobilization needs, and
for access roads and linear facilities.

Grading, Boring, and Trenching

Construction-related grading, boring, and trenching refers to activities that result
in subsurface soil work at the site and for access roads and linear facilities, e.g.,
alteration of the topographical features such as leveling, removal of hills or high
spots, moving of soil from one area to another, and removal of soil.

Notwithstanding the definitions of ground disturbance, grading, boring, and
trenching above, construction does not include the following:

1. the installation of environmental monitoring equipment;
2. asoil or geological investigation;

3. atopographical survey;
4

. any other study or investigation to determine the environmental acceptability
or feasibility of the use of the site for any particular facility; and

5. any work to provide access to the site for any of the purposes specified in
“Construction” 1, 2, 3, or 4 above.
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START OF COMMERCIAL OPERATION

For compliance monitoring purposes, “commercial operation” begins after the
completion of start-up and commissioning, when the power plant has reached
reliable steady-state production of electricity at the rated capacity. At the start of
commercial operation, plant control is usually transferred from the construction
manager to the plant operations manager.

COMPLIANCE PROJECT MANAGER RESPONSIBILITIES

The Compliance Project Manager (CPM) shall oversee the compliance
monitoring and is responsible for:

1. ensuring that the design, construction, operation, and closure of the project
facilities are in compliance with the terms and conditions of the Energy
Commission Decision;

2. resolving complaints;

3. processing post-certification changes to the conditions of certification, project
description (petition to amend), and ownership or operational control (petition
for change of ownership) (See instructions for filing petitions);

4. documenting and tracking compliance filings; and
5. ensuring that compliance files are maintained and accessible.

The CPM is the contact person for the Energy Commission and will consult with
appropriate responsible agencies, Energy Commission, and Staff when handling
disputes, complaints, and amendments.

All project compliance submittals are submitted to the CPM for processing.
Where a submittal required by a condition of certification requires CPM approval,
the approval will involve all appropriate Energy Commission staff and
management. All submittals must include searchable electronic versions (pdf or
MS Word files).

PRE-CONSTRUCTION AND PRE-OPERATION COMPLIANCE MEETING

The CPM usually schedules pre-construction and pre-operation compliance
meetings prior to the projected start-dates of construction, plant operation, or
both. The purpose of these meetings is to assemble both the Energy
Commission’s and project owner’s technical staff to review the status of all pre-
construction or pre-operation requirements contained in the Energy
Commission’s conditions of certification. This is to confirm that all applicable
conditions of certification have been met, or if they have not been met, to ensure
that the proper action is taken. In addition, these meetings ensure, to the extent
possible, that Energy Commission conditions will not delay the construction and
operation of the plant due to oversight and to preclude any last minute,
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unforeseen issues from arising. Pre-construction meetings held during the
certification process must be publicly noticed unless they are confined to
administrative issues and processes.

ENERGY COMMISSION RECORD

The energy commission shall maintain the following documents and information
as a public record, in either the compliance file or dockets file, for the life of the
project (or other period as required):

1. all documents demonstrating compliance with any legal requirements relating
to the construction and operation of the facility;

2. all monthly and annual compliance reports filed by the project owner;
3. all complaints of noncompliance filed with the Energy Commission; and

4. all petitions for project or condition of certification changes and the resulting
Staff or Energy Commission action.

PROJECT OWNER RESPONSIBILITIES

The project owner is responsible for ensuring that the Compliance Conditions of
Certification and all other conditions of -certification that appear in the
Commission Decision are satisfied. The Compliance Conditions regarding post-
certification changes specify measures that the project owner must take when
requesting changes in the project design, conditions of certification, or
ownership. Failure to comply with any of the conditions of certification or the
Compliance Conditions may result in reopening of the case and revocation of
Energy Commission certification; an administrative fine; or other action as
appropriate. A summary of the Compliance Conditions of Certification is
included as Compliance Table 1 at the conclusion of this section.

COMPLIANCE CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

Unrestricted Access (COMPLIANCE-1)

The CPM, responsible Energy Commission staff, and delegated agencies or
consultants shall be guaranteed and granted unrestricted access to the power
plant site, related facilities, project-related staff, and the records maintained on-
site for the purpose of conducting audits, surveys, inspections, or general site
visits. Although the CPM will normally schedule site visits on dates and times
agreeable to the project owner, the CPM reserves the right to make
unannounced visits at any time.
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Compliance Record (COMPLIANCE-2)

The project owner shall maintain project files on-site or at an alternative site
approved by the CPM for the life of the project, unless a lesser period of time is
specified by the conditions of certification. The files shall contain copies of all “as-
built” drawings, documents submitted as verification for conditions, and other
project-related documents.

Energy Commission staff and delegate agencies shall, upon request to the
project owner, be given unrestricted access to the files maintained pursuant to
this condition.

Compliance Verification Submittals (COMPLIANCE-3)

Each condition of certification is followed by a means of verification. The
verification describes the Energy Commission’s procedure(s) to ensure post-
certification compliance with adopted conditions. The verification procedures,
unlike the conditions, may be modified as necessary by the CPM.

Verification of compliance with the conditions of certification can be
accomplished by the following:

1. monthly and/or annual compliance reports, filed by the project owner or
authorized agent, reporting on work done and providing pertinent
documentation, as required by the specific conditions of certification;

2. appropriate letters from delegate agencies verifying compliance;
3. Energy Commission staff audits of project records; and/or

4. Energy Commission staff inspections of work, or other evidence that the
requirements are satisfied.

Verification lead times associated with start of construction may require the
project owner to file submittals during the certification process, particularly if
construction is planned to commence shortly after certification.

A cover letter from the project owner or authorized agent is required for all
compliance submittals and correspondence pertaining to compliance matters.
The cover letter subject line shall identify the project by AFC number, the
appropriate condition(s) of certification by condition number(s), and a brief
description of the subject of the submittal. The project owner shall also
identify those submittals not required by a condition of certification with a
statement such as: “This submittal is for information only and is not required by a
specific condition of certification.” When submitting supplementary or corrected
information, the project owner shall reference the date of the previous submittal
and CEC submittal number.
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The project owner is responsible for the delivery and content of all verification
submittals to the CPM, whether such condition was satisfied by work performed
by the project owner or an agent of the project owner.

All hardcopy submittals shall be addressed as follows:

Compliance Project Manager
(11-AFC-01C)

California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street (MS-2000)
Sacramento, CA 95814

Those submittals shall be accompanied by a searchable electronic copy, on a
CD or by e-mail, as agreed upon by the CPM.

If the project owner desires Energy Commission staff action by a specific date,
that request shall be made in the submittal cover letter and shall include a
detailed explanation of the effects on the project if that date is not met.

Pre-Construction Matrix and Tasks Prior to Start of Construction
(COMPLIANCE-4)

Prior to commencing construction, a compliance matrix addressing only those
conditions that must be fulfilled before the start of construction shall be submitted
by the project owner to the CPM. This matrix will be included with the project
owner’s first compliance submittal or prior to the first pre-construction meeting,
whichever comes first. It will be submitted in the same format as the compliance
matrix described below.

Construction shall not commence until the pre-construction matrix is submitted,
all pre-construction conditions have been complied with, and the CPM has issued
a letter to the project owner authorizing construction. Various lead times for
submittal of compliance verification documents to the CPM for conditions of
certification are established to allow sufficient staff time to review and comment
and, if necessary, allow the project owner to revise the submittal in a timely
manner. This will ensure that project construction may proceed according to
schedule.

Failure to submit compliance documents within the specified lead-time may result
in delays in authorization to commence various stages of project development.

If the project owner anticipates commencing project construction as soon as the
project is certified, it may be necessary for the project owner to file compliance
submittals prior to project certification. Compliance submittals should be
completed in advance where the necessary lead time for a required compliance
event extends beyond the date anticipated for start of construction. The project
owner must understand that the submittal of compliance documents prior to
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project certification is at the owner's own risk. Any approval by Energy
Commission staff is subject to change, based upon the Commission Decision.

Compliance Reporting

There are two different compliance reports that the project owner must submit to
assist the CPM in tracking activities and monitoring compliance with the terms
and conditions of the Energy Commission Decision. During construction, the
project owner or authorized agent will submit Monthly Compliance Reports.
During operation, an Annual Compliance Report must be submitted. These
reports, and the requirement for an accompanying compliance matrix, are
described below. The majority of the conditions of certification require that
compliance submittals be submitted to the CPM in the monthly or annual
compliance reports.

Compliance Matrix (COMPLIANCE-5)

A compliance matrix shall be submitted by the project owner to the CPM along
with each monthly and annual compliance report. The compliance matrix is
intended to provide the CPM with the current status of all conditions of
certification in a spreadsheet format. The compliance matrix must identify:

1. the technical area;
2. the condition number;

3. a brief description of the verification action or submittal required by the
condition;

4. the date the submittal is required (e.g., 60 days prior to construction, after
final inspection, etc.);

5. the expected or actual submittal date;

6. the date a submittal or action was approved by the Chief Building Official
(CBO), CPM, or delegate agency, if applicable;

7. the compliance status of each condition, e.g., “not started,” “in progress” or
“completed” (include the date); and

8. if the condition was amended, the date of the amendment.

Satisfied conditions shall be placed at the end of the matrix.

Monthly Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-6)

The first Monthly Compliance Report is due one month following the Energy
Commission business meeting date upon which the project was approved,
unless otherwise agreed to by the CPM. The first Monthly Compliance Report
shall include the AFC number and an initial list of dates for each of the events
identified on the Key Events List. The Key Events List form is found at the end
of these General Conditions.
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During pre-construction and construction of the project, the project owner or
authorized agent shall submit an original and an electronic searchable version of
the Monthly Compliance Report within 10 working days after the end of each
reporting month. Monthly Compliance Reports shall be clearly identified for the
month being reported. The reports shall contain, at a minimum:

1. a summary of the current project construction status, a revised/updated
schedule if there are significant delays, and an explanation of any significant
changes to the schedule;

2. documents required by specific conditions to be submitted along with the
Monthly Compliance Report. Each of these items must be identified in the
transmittal letter, as well as the conditions they satisfy and submitted as
attachments to the Monthly Compliance Report;

3. an initial, and thereafter updated, compliance matrix showing the status of all
conditions of certification;

4. a list of conditions that have been satisfied during the reporting period, and a
description or reference to the actions that satisfied the condition;

5. a list of any submittal deadlines that were missed, accompanied by an
explanation and an estimate of when the information will be provided;

6. a cumulative listing of any approved changes to conditions of certification;

7. a listing of any filings submitted to, or permits issued by, other governmental
agencies during the month;

8. a projection of project compliance activities scheduled during the next two
months. The project owner shall notify the CPM as soon as any changes are
made to the project construction schedule that would affect compliance with
conditions of certification;

9. alisting of the month’s additions to the on-site compliance file; and

10.a listing of complaints, notices of violation, official warnings, and citations
received during the month, a description of the resolution of the resolved
actions, and the status of any unresolved actions.

All sections, exhibits, or addendums shall be separated by tabbed dividers or as
acceptable by the CPM.

Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-7)

After construction is complete, the project owner shall submit Annual Compliance
Reports instead of Monthly Compliance Reports. The reports are for each year of
commercial operation and are due to the CPM each year at a date agreed to by
the CPM. Annual Compliance Reports shall be submitted over the life of the
project, unless otherwise specified by the CPM. Each Annual Compliance Report
shall include the AFC number, identify the reporting period, and shall contain the
following:
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1. an updated compliance matrix showing the status of all conditions of
certification (fully satisfied conditions do not need to be included in the matrix
after they have been reported as completed);

2. a summary of the current project operating status and an explanation of any
significant changes to facility operations during the year;

3. documents required by specific conditions to be submitted along with the
Annual Compliance Report. Each of these items must be identified in the
transmittal letter with the condition it satisfies, and submitted as attachments
to the Annual Compliance Report;

4. a cumulative listing of all post-certification changes approved by the Energy
Commission or cleared by the CPM;

5. an explanation for any submittal deadlines that were missed, accompanied by
an estimate of when the information will be provided;

6. a listing of filings submitted to, or permits issued by, other governmental
agencies during the year;

7. a projection of project compliance activities scheduled during the next year;
8. alisting of the year’s additions to the on-site compliance file;

9. an evaluation of the on-site contingency plan for unplanned facility closure,
including any suggestions necessary for bringing the plan up to date (see
Compliance Conditions for Facility Closure addressed later in this section);
and

10.a listing of complaints, notices of violation, official warnings, and citations
received during the year, a description of the resolution of any resolved
matters, and the status of any unresolved matters.

Confidential Information (COMPLIANCE-8)

Any information that the project owner deems confidential shall be submitted to
the Energy Commission’'s Executive Director with an application for
confidentiality pursuant to Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
2505(a). Any information that is determined to be confidential shall be kept
confidential as provided for in Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
2501, et. seq.

Annual Energy Facility Compliance Fee (COMPLIANCE-9)

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 25806(b) of the Public Resources Code,
the project owner is required to pay an annual compliance fee, which is adjusted
annually. Current Compliance fee information is available on the Energy
Commission’s website http://www.energy.ca.gov/siting/filing_fees.html. You may
also contact the CPM for the current fee information. The initial payment is due
on the date of the business meeting at which the Energy Commission adopts the
Final Decision. All subsequent payments are due by July 1 of each year in which
the facility retains its certification. The payment instrument shall be made payable
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to the California Energy Commission and mailed to: Accounting Office MS-02,
California Energy Commission, 1516 9™ St., Sacramento, CA, 95814.

Reporting of Complaints, Notices, and Citations (COMPLIANCE-10)

Prior to the start of construction, the project owner must send a letter to property
owners living within one mile of the project notifying them of a telephone number
to contact project representatives with questions, complaints, or concerns. If the
telephone is not staffed 24 hours per day, it shall include automatic answering
with a date and time stamp recording. All recorded complaints shall be
responded to within 24 hours. The telephone number shall be posted at the
project site and made easily visible to passersby during construction and
operation. The telephone number shall be provided to the CPM who will post it
on the Energy Commission’s web page at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/power_plants_contacts.html.

Any changes to the telephone number shall be submitted immediately to the
CPM, who will update the web page.

In addition to the monthly and annual compliance reporting requirements
described above, the project owner shall report and provide copies to the CPM of
all complaint forms, including noise and lighting complaints, notices of violation,
notices of fines, official warnings, and citations within 10 days of receipt.
Complaints shall be logged and numbered. Noise complaints shall be recorded
on the form provided in the NOISE Conditions of Certification. All other
complaints shall be recorded on the complaint form (Attachment A).

FACILITY CLOSURE

At some point in the future, the project will cease operation and close down. At
that time, it will be necessary to ensure that the closure occurs in such a way that
public health and safety and the environment are protected from adverse
impacts. Although the project setting for this project does not appear, at this time,
to present any special or unusual closure problems, it is impossible to foresee
what the situation will be in 30 years or more when the project ceases operation.
Therefore, provisions must be made that provide the flexibility to deal with the
specific situation and project setting that exist at the time of closure. Laws,
Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS) pertaining to facility closure are
identified in the sections dealing with each technical area. Facility closure will be
consistent with LORS in effect at the time of closure.

There are at least three circumstances in which a facility closure can take place:
planned closure, unplanned temporary closure, and unplanned permanent
closure.
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CLOSURE DEFINITIONS

Planned Closure

A planned closure occurs when the facility is closed in an anticipated, orderly
manner, at the end of its useful economic or mechanical life, or due to gradual
obsolescence.

Unplanned Temporary Closure

An unplanned temporary closure occurs when the facility is closed suddenly
and/or unexpectedly, on a short-term basis, due to unforeseen circumstances
such as a natural disaster or an emergency.

Unplanned Permanent Closure

An unplanned permanent closure occurs if the project owner closes the facility
suddenly and/or unexpectedly, on a permanent basis. This includes unplanned
closure where the owner implements the on-site contingency plan. It can also
include unplanned closure where the project owner fails to implement the
contingency plan, and the project is essentially abandoned.

COMPLIANCE CONDITIONS FOR FACILITY CLOSURE

Planned Closure (COMPLIANCE-11)

In order to ensure that a planned facility closure does not create adverse
impacts, a closure process that provides for careful consideration of available
options and applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, standards, and
local/regional plans in existence at the time of closure will be undertaken. To
ensure adequate review of a planned project closure, the project owner shall
submit a proposed facility closure plan to the Energy Commission for review and
approval at least 12 months (or other period of time agreed to by the CPM) prior
to the commencement of closure activities. The project owner shall file 120
copies (or other number of copies agreed upon by the CPM) of a proposed
facility closure plan with the Energy Commission.

The plan shall:

1. identify and discuss any impacts and mitigation to address significant adverse
impacts associated with proposed closure activities and to address facilities,
equipment, or other project related remnants that will remain at the site;

2. identify a schedule of activities for closure of the power plant site,
transmission line corridor, and all other appurtenant facilities constructed as
part of the project;

3. identify any facilities or equipment intended to remain on site after closure,
the reason, and any future use; and
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4. address conformance of the plan with all applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, standards, and local/regional plans in existence at the time of
facility closure, and applicable conditions of certification.

Prior to submittal of the proposed facility closure plan, a meeting shall be held
between the project owner and the Energy Commission CPM for the purpose of
discussing the specific contents of the plan.

In the event that there are significant issues associated with the proposed facility
closure plan’s approval, or if the desires of local officials or interested parties are
inconsistent with the plan, the CPM shall hold one or more workshops and/or the
Energy Commission may hold public hearings as part of its approval procedure.

As necessary, prior to or during the closure plan process, the project owner shall
take appropriate steps to eliminate any immediate threats to public health and
safety and the environment, but shall not commence any other closure activities
until the Energy Commission approves the facility closure plan.

Unplanned Temporary Closure/On-Site Contingency Plan (COMPLIANCE-12)

In order to ensure that public health and safety and the environment are
protected in the event of an unplanned temporary facility closure, it is essential to
have an on-site contingency plan in place. The on-site contingency plan will help
to ensure that all necessary steps to mitigate public health and safety impacts
and environmental impacts are taken in a timely manner.

The project owner shall submit an on-site contingency plan for CPM review and
approval. The plan shall be submitted no less than 60 days (or other time agreed
to by the CPM) prior to commencement of commercial operation. The approved
plan must be in place prior to commercial operation of the facility and shall be
kept at the site at all times.

The project owner, in consultation with the CPM, will update the on-site
contingency plan as necessary. The CPM may require revisions to the on-site
contingency plan over the life of the project. In the annual compliance reports
submitted to the Energy Commission, the project owner will review the on-site
contingency plan, and recommend changes to bring the plan up to date. Any
changes to the plan must be approved by the CPM.

The on-site contingency plan shall provide for taking immediate steps to secure
the facility from trespassing or encroachment. In addition, for closures of more
than 90 days, unless other arrangements are agreed to by the CPM, the plan
shall provide for removal of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes, draining
of all chemicals from storage tanks and other equipment, and the safe shutdown
of all equipment. (Also see specific Conditions of Certification for the technical
areas of Hazardous Materials Management and Waste Management).
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In addition, consistent with requirements under unplanned permanent closure
addressed below, the nature and extent of insurance coverage, and major
equipment warranties must also be included in the on-site contingency plan. In
addition, the status of the insurance coverage and major equipment warranties
must be updated in the annual compliance reports.

In the event of an unplanned temporary closure, the project owner shall notify the
CPM, as well as other responsible agencies, by telephone, fax, or e-mail, within
24 hours and shall take all necessary steps to implement the on-site contingency
plan. The project owner shall keep the CPM informed of the circumstances and
expected duration of the closure.

If the CPM determines that an unplanned temporary closure is likely to be
permanent, or for a duration of more than 12 months, a closure plan consistent
with the requirements for a planned closure shall be developed and submitted to
the CPM within 90 days of the CPM’s determination (or other period of time
agreed to by the CPM).

Unplanned Permanent Closure/On-Site Contingency Plan (COMPLIANCE-13)

The on-site contingency plan required for unplanned temporary closure shall also
cover unplanned permanent facility closure. All of the requirements specified for
unplanned temporary closure shall also apply to unplanned permanent closure.

In addition, the on-site contingency plan shall address how the project owner will
ensure that all required closure steps will be successfully undertaken in the event
of abandonment.

In the event of an unplanned permanent closure, the project owner shall notify
the CPM, as well as other responsible agencies, by telephone, fax, or e-mail
within 24 hours and shall take all necessary steps to implement the on-site
contingency plan. The project owner shall keep the CPM informed of the status
of all closure activities.

A closure plan, consistent with the requirements for a planned closure, shall be
developed and submitted to the CPM within 90 days of the permanent closure or
another period of time agreed to by the CPM.

Post Certification Changes to the Energy Commission Decision:
Amendments, Ownership Changes, Staff Approved Project Modifications
and Verification Changes (COMPLIANCE-14)

The project owner must petition the Energy Commission pursuant to Title 20,
California Code of Regulations, section 1769, in order to modify the project
(including linear facilities) design, operation or performance requirements, and to
transfer ownership or operational control of the facility. It is the responsibility of
the project owner to contact the CPM to determine if a proposed project
change should be considered a project modification pursuant to Section
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1769. Implementation of a project modification without first securing Energy
Commission, or Energy Commission staff approval, may result in enforcement
action that could result in civil penalties in accordance with Section 25534 of the
Public Resources Code.

A petition is required for amendments and for staff approved project
modifications as specified below. Both shall be filed as a “Petition to Amend.”
Staff will determine if the change is significant or insignificant. For verification
changes, a letter from the project owner is sufficient. In all cases, the petition or
letter requesting a change should be submitted to the CPM, who will file it with
the Energy Commission’s Dockets Unit in accordance with Title 20, California
Code of Regulations, section 1209.

The criteria that determine which type of approval and the process that applies
are explained below. They reflect the provisions of Section 1769 at the time this
condition was drafted. If the Commission’s rules regarding amendments are
amended, the rules in effect at the time an amendment is requested shall apply.

Amendment

The project owner shall petition the Energy Commission, pursuant to Title 20,
California Code of Regulations, section 1769(a), when proposing modifications to
the project (including linear facilities) design, operation, or performance
requirements. If a proposed modification results in deletion or change of a
condition of certification, or makes changes that would cause the project not to
comply with any applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, or standards the
petition will be processed as a formal amendment to the final decision, which
requires public notice and review of the Energy Commission staff analysis and
approval by the full Commission. The petition shall be in the form of a legal brief
and fulfill the requirements of Section 1769(a). Upon request, the CPM will
provide a sample petition to use as a template.

Change of Ownership

Change of ownership or operational control also requires that the project owner
file a petition pursuant to Section 1769 (b). This process requires public notice
and approval by the full Commission. The petition shall be in the form of a legal
brief and fulfill the requirements of Section 1769(b). Upon request, the CPM will
provide a sample petition to use as a template.

Staff Approved Project Modification

Modifications that do not result in deletions or changes to conditions of
certification, that are compliant with LORS and will not have significant
environmental impacts may be authorized by the CPM as a staff approved
project modification pursuant to Section 1769(a) (2). Once Staff files an intention
to approve the proposed project modifications, any person may file an objection
to Staff's determination within 14 days of service on the grounds that the
modification does not meet the criteria of Section 1769 (a)(2). If a person objects
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to Staff's determination, the petition must be processed as a formal amendment
to the Decision and must be approved by the full Commission at a noticed
business meeting or hearing.

Verification Change

A verification may be modified by the CPM without requesting an amendment to
the Decision if the change does not conflict with the conditions of certification and
provides an effective alternate means of verification.

Notification to CPM of a Situation Requiring an Unplanned Response from
an Emergency Services Agency (COMPLIANCE 15)

In the event of any incident that requires a response from fire, hazardous
materials, medical, or police emergency services (as a result, for example, of
personal injury, hazardous materials spill, flood, fire, or explosion, etc), the
project owner shall notify the CPM within two hours of the initiation of the event
by telephone, fax, or e-mail, to report the circumstances of the event, its current
status, and its expected duration.

The project owner shall provide the CPM with all reports that have been prepared
regarding any such incident within 10 days of preparation of those documents.
This requirement covers any incident reports prepared by the project owner, as
well as reports prepared by third parties to which the project owner has access.
Such reports shall be unredacted and in their original form.

CBO DELEGATION AND AGENCY COOPERATION

In performing construction and operation monitoring of the project, Energy
Commission staff acts as, and has the authority of, the Chief Building Official
(CBO). Energy Commission staff may delegate CBO responsibility to either an
independent third party contractor or the local building official. Energy
Commission staff retains CBO authority when selecting a delegate CBO,
including enforcing and interpreting state and local codes, and use of discretion,
as necessary, in implementing the various codes and standards.

Energy Commission staff may also seek the cooperation of state, regional, and

local agencies that have an interest in environmental protection when conducting
project monitoring.

ENFORCEMENT

The Energy Commission’s legal authority to enforce the terms and conditions of
its Decision is specified in Public Resources Code sections 25534 and 25900.
The Energy Commission may amend or revoke the certification for any facility,
and may impose a civil penalty for any significant failure to comply with the terms
or conditions of the Energy Commission Decision. The specific action and
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amount of any fines the Energy Commission may impose would take into
account the specific circumstances of the incident(s). This would include such
factors as the previous compliance history, whether the cause of the incident
involves willful disregard of LORS, oversight, unforeseeable events, and other
factors the Energy Commission may consider.

NONCOMPLIANCE COMPLAINT PROCEDURES

Any person or agency may file a complaint alleging noncompliance with the
conditions of certification. Such a complaint will be subject to review by the
Energy Commission pursuant to Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
1237, but in many instances the noncompliance can be resolved by using the
informal dispute resolution process. Both the informal and formal complaint
procedure, as described in current State law and regulations, are described
below. They shall be followed unless superseded by future law or regulations.

Informal Dispute Resolution Process

The following procedure is designed to informally resolve disputes concerning
the interpretation of compliance with the requirements of this compliance plan.
The project owner, the Energy Commission, or any other party, including
members of the public, may initiate an informal dispute resolution process.
Disputes may pertain to actions or decisions made by any party, including the
Energy Commission’s delegate agents.

This process may precede the more formal complaint and investigation
procedure specified in Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 1237, but
is not intended to be a substitute for, or prerequisite to, it. This informal
procedure may not be used to change the terms and conditions of certification as
approved by the Energy Commission, although the agreed upon resolution may
result in a project owner, or in some cases the Energy Commission staff,
proposing an amendment.

The process encourages all parties involved in a dispute to discuss the matter
and to reach an agreement resolving the dispute. If a dispute cannot be resolved,
then the matter must be brought before the full Energy Commission for
consideration via the complaint and investigation procedure.

Request for Informal Investigation

Any individual, group, or agency may request the Energy Commission to conduct
an informal investigation of alleged noncompliance with the Energy
Commission’s terms and conditions of certification. All requests for informal
investigations shall be made to the designated CPM.

4-17
Compliance



Upon receipt of a request for an informal investigation, the CPM shall promptly
notify the project owner of the allegation by telephone and letter. All known and
relevant information of the alleged noncompliance shall be provided to the project
owner and to the Energy Commission staff. The CPM will evaluate the request
and the information to determine if further investigation is necessary. If the CPM
finds that further investigation is necessary, the project owner will be asked to
promptly investigate the matter. Within seven working days of the CPM’s request,
provide a written report to the CPM of the results of the investigation, including
corrective measures proposed or undertaken. Depending on the urgency of the
noncompliance matter, the CPM may conduct a site visit and/or request the
project owner to also provide an initial verbal report, within 48 hours.

Request for Informal Meeting

In the event that either the party requesting an investigation or the Energy
Commission staff is not satisfied with the project owner’s report, investigation of
the event, or corrective measures proposed or undertaken, either party may
submit a written request to the CPM for a meeting with the project owner. Such
request shall be made within 14 days of the project owner’s filing of its written
report. Upon receipt of such a request, the CPM shall:

1. immediately schedule a meeting with the requesting party and the project
owner, to be held at a mutually convenient time and place;

2. secure the attendance of appropriate Energy Commission staff and staff of
any other agencies with expertise in the subject area of concern, as
necessary,

3. conduct such meeting in an informal and objective manner so as to
encourage the voluntary settlement of the dispute in a fair and equitable
manner;

4. After the conclusion of such a meeting, promptly prepare and distribute
copies to all in attendance and to the project file, a summary memorandum
that fairly and accurately identifies the positions of all parties and any
understandings reached. If an agreement has not been reached, the CPM
shall inform the complainant of the formal complaint process and
requirements provided under Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
1230, et. seq.

Formal Dispute Resolution Procedure-Complaints and Investigations

Any person may file a complaint with the Energy Commission’s Dockets Unit
alleging noncompliance with a Commission decision adopted pursuant to Public
Resources Code, section 25500. Requirements for complaint filings and a
description of how complaints are processed are in Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, section 1237.
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KEY EVENTS LIST

PROJECT:

DOCKET #:

COMPLIANCE PROJECT MANAGER:

EVENT DESCRIPTION

DATE

Certification Date

Obtain Site Control

Online Date

POWER PLANT SITE ACTIVITIES

Start Site Mobilization

Start Ground Disturbance

Start Grading

Start Construction

Begin Pouring Major Foundation Concrete

Begin Installation of Major Equipment

Completion of Installation of Major Equipment

First Combustion of Gas Turbine

Obtain Building Occupation Permit

Start Commercial Operation

Complete All Construction

TRANSMISSION LINE ACTIVITIES

Start T/L Construction

Synchronization with Grid and Interconnection

Complete T/L Construction

FUEL SUPPLY LINE ACTIVITIES

Start Gas Pipeline Construction and Interconnection

Complete Gas Pipeline Construction

WATER SUPPLY LINE ACTIVITIES

Start Water Supply Line Construction

Complete Water Supply Line Construction
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CONDITION
NUMBER

SUBJECT

DESCRIPTION

COMPLIANCE-1

Unrestricted

The project owner shall grant Energy Commission

Access staff and delegate agencies or consultants
unrestricted access to the power plant site.
COMPLIANCE-2 Compliance The project owner shall maintain project files on-site.
Record Energy Commission staff and delegate agencies shall
be given unrestricted access to the files.
COMPLIANCE-3 Compliance The project owner is responsible for the delivery and
Verification content of all verification submittals to the CPM,
Submittals whether such condition was satisfied by work

performed or the project owner or his agent.

COMPLIANCE-4

Pre-construction
Matrix and Tasks
Prior to Start of
Construction

Construction shall not commence until all of the
following activities/submittals have been completed:

e property owners living within one mile of the
project have been notified of a telephone number
to contact for questions, complaints or concerns;

e a pre-construction matrix has been submitted
identifying only those conditions that must be
fulfilled before the start of construction;

o all pre-construction conditions have been complied
with; and

o the CPM has issued a letter to the project owner
authorizing construction.

COMPLIANCE-5

Compliance Matrix

The project owner shall submit a compliance matrix
(in a spreadsheet format) with each monthly and
annual compliance report which includes the status of
all Compliance Conditions of Certification.

COMPLIANCE-6

Monthly
Compliance
Report including a
Key Events List

During construction, the project owner shall submit
Monthly Compliance Reports (MCRs) which include
specific information. The first MCR is due the month
following the Energy Commission business meeting
date on which the project was approved and shall
include an initial list of dates for each of the events
identified on the Key Events List.

COMPLIANCE-7

Annual
Compliance
Reports

After construction ends and throughout the life of the
project, the project owner shall submit Annual
Compliance Reports instead of Monthly Compliance
Reports.
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CONDITION

NUMBER SUBJECT DESCRIPTION
COMPLIANCE-8 Confidential Any information the project owner deems confidential
Information shall be submitted to the Energy Commission’s
Executive Director with a request for confidentiality.
COMPLIANCE-9 Annual fees Payment of Annual Energy Facility Compliance Fee

COMPLIANCE-10

Reporting of
Complaints,
Notices and
Citations

Within 10 days of receipt, the project owner shall
report to the CPM, all notices, complaints, and
citations.

COMPLIANCE-11

Planned Facility
Closure

The project owner shall submit a closure plan to the
CPM at least 12 months prior to commencement of a
planned closure.

COMPLIANCE-12

Unplanned
Temporary Facility
Closure

To ensure that public health and safety and the
environment are protected in the event of an
unplanned temporary closure, the project owner shall
submit an on-site contingency plan no less than 60
days prior to commencement of commercial
operation.

COMPLIANCE-13

Unplanned
Permanent Facility
Closure

To ensure that public health and safety and the
environment are protected in the event of an
unplanned permanent closure, the project owner shall
submit an on-site contingency plan no less than 60
days prior to commencement of commercial
operation.

COMPLIANCE-14

Post-certification
changes to the
Decision

The project owner must petition the Energy
Commission to delete or change a condition of
certification, modify the project design or operational
requirements and/or transfer ownership of operational
control of the facility.

COMPLIANCE-15

Notification to
CPM of
Unplanned
Response from
Emergency
Services

The project owner shall notify the CPM within two
hours to report the circumstances of the event. The
project owner shall provide the CPM with all
unredacted, original form reports that have been
prepared regarding any such incident within 10 days
of preparation of those documents.
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ATTACHMENT A
COMPLAINT REPORT/RESOLUTION FORM

COMPLAINT LOG NUMBER: DOCKET NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:

NAME: PHONE NUMBER:

ADDRESS:

COMPLAINANT INFORMATION

DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED: TIME COMPLAINT RECEIVED:
COMPLAINT RECEIVED BY: [ ] TELEPHONE [] IN WRITING (COPY ATTACHED)
DATE OF FIRST OCCURRENCE:

DESCRIPTION OF COMPLAINT (INCLUDING DATES, FREQUENCY, AND DURATION):

FINDINGS OF INVESTIGATION BY PLANT PERSONNEL:

DOES COMPLAINT RELATE TO VIOLATION OF A CEC REQUIREMENT? L[] YES [] NO
DATE COMPLAINANT CONTACTED TO DISCUSS FINDINGS:

DESCRIPTION OF CORRECTIVE MEASURES TAKEN OR OTHER COMPLAINT RESOLUTION:

DOES COMPLAINANT AGREE WITH PROPOSED RESOLUTION? [] YES [ ] NO
IF NOT, EXPLAIN:

COMPLAINT CORRECTIVE ACTION

IF CORRECTIVE ACTION NECESSARY, DATE COMPLETED:

DATE FIRST LETTER SENT TO COMPLAINANT (COPY ATTACHED):

DATE FINAL LETTER SENT TO COMPLAINANT (COPY ATTACHED):

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION:

“This information is certified to be correct.”
PLANT MANAGER SIGNATURE: DATE:

(ATTACH ADDITIONAL PAGES AND ALL SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION, AS REQUIRED)
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V. ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT

The broad engineering assessment conducted for the Pio Pico Energy Center
(PPEC) project consists of separate analyses that examine facility design,
engineering, efficiency, and reliability aspects. These analyses include the on-
site power generating equipment and project-related linear facilities.

A. FACILITY DESIGN

This review covers several technical disciplines including the civil, electrical,
mechanical, and structural engineering elements related to project design and
construction. In considering the adequacy of the design plans, the Commission
reviews whether the power plant and linear facilities are described with sufficient
detail to ensure that the project can ultimately be designed and constructed in
accordance with applicable engineering laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards (LORS). The review also includes, as appropriate, the identification of
special design features that are necessary to address unique site conditions that
could adversely impact public health and safety, the environment, or the
operational reliability of the project.

Lists of LORS applicable to each engineering discipline (civil, structural,
mechanical, and electrical) are described in the AFC. (Ex. 1, Appendices A
through F.) Key LORS are listed in Facility Design Table 1, below:

FACILITY DESIGN Table 1
Key Engineering Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards (LORS)

Applicable LORS Description

Title 29 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 1910, Occupational
Federal Safety and Health standards

2010 (or the latest edition in effect) California Building Standards Code
State (CBSC) (also known as Title 24, California Code of Regulations)

Local San Diego County regulations and ordinances

American National Standards Institute (ANSI)
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME)
General American Welding Society (AWS)

American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)
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Condition of Certification MECH-2 requires the project owner to obtain approval
of the pressure vessels from California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (Cal-OSHA) in order to satisfy Title 29 Code of Federal
Regulations’ safety requirements.

For the project to be built in a manner that would ensure public health and safety
and operational integrity of project equipment, the LORS listed above in
FACILITY DESIGN Table 1 under the “General” heading, must also be complied
with by the project

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE

The 10-acre PPEC site is located in an unincorporated area of San Diego
County, known as Otay Mesa. The PPEC site is comprised of disturbed and
development-prepared land within an industrial area. The site is located in the
southeast quadrant of the Alta Road and Calzada de la Fuente intersection. For
more information on the site and its related project description, please see the
Project Description section of this Decision. (Ex. 200, p. 5.1-2.)

The PPEC project will be a nominal 300 megawatt (MW) peaking and load
following power plant using three General Electric LMS100 natural gas-fired
combustion turbine generators. Each combustion turbine generator will utilize a
mechanical inlet air chiller to maintain maximum output and efficiency. The power
generation process will combust natural gas to rotate a turbine which drives an
electrical generator. The electrical generator will deliver power to a step-up
transformer in the PPEC switchyard. The transformer will be connected to a 230-
kV overhead high-voltage, electrical conductor leading from the PPEC switchyard
to the existing SDG&E Otay Mesa switchyard located approximately 1,800 feet
east of the plant site. From the switchyard, the conductor will interconnect with
the transmission grid. (Ex. 200, p. 3-2.)

Natural gas for the PPEC will be delivered via a new 12-inch, natural gas pipeline
owned and maintained by SDG&E Company. The piping will be installed
underground from the connection at the SDG&E gas transmission line to the
interconnection point with the project site. At the project site boundary, the piping
will be routed to the aboveground gas metering and regulation station. From the
metering station the pipeline will be connected to onsite fuel gas compressors.
(Ex. 200, p. 3-5.)

There are two possible routes for the gas supply pipeline. Route A extends
approximately 2,375 feet south along Alta Road. The Modified Gas Line Route A
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then turns west on Otay Mesa Road for approximately 2,700 feet, and then turns
south on Enrico Fermi Drive for approximately 2,700 feet to Airway Road, at
which point it will connect to an existing SDG&E natural gas pipeline. (Ex. 200, p.
3-6.)

Route B extends approximately 2,375 feet south along Alta Road, turns west on
Otay Mesa Road, and continues approximately 7,920 feet to Harvest Road at
which point it will connect to the existing SDG&E natural gas pipeline for a total of
approximately 10,300 feet. (Id.)

1. Site Preparation and Development

The record includes an evaluation of the proposed design criteria for grading,
flood protection, erosion control, site drainage, and site access, in addition to the
criteria for designing and constructing linear support facilities such as natural gas
and electric transmission interconnections. The Applicant proposes the use of
accepted industry standards, design practices, and construction methods in
preparing and developing the site. The evidence indicates that this project,
including its linear facilities, will comply with all applicable site preparation LORS.
To ensure compliance, we will impose the conditions of certification listed below
and in the Geology and Paleontology section of this Decision.

(Ex. 200, p. 5.1-3))

Staff's expert testimony concluded that the project and its linear facilities as
proposed in preliminary design form, will comply with all applicable site
preparation LORS with implementation OF Conditions of Certification GEN-1
through GEN-8, CIVIL-1 through CIVIL-4, STRUC-1 through STRUC-4, MECH-1
through MECH-3, and ELEC-1 below and Geology and Paleontology
Conditions of Certification PAL-1 through PAL-4. (Ex. 200, pp. 5.1-5 - 5.1-6.)

We concur with Staff’'s determination. Collectively, these conditions (1) require
the PPEC project to be designed and constructed in accordance with specified
engineering LORS and (2) mandate design review, plan checking, and field
inspections by the chief building official (CBO) or an Energy Commission
delegate. For instance, Condition GEN-1 requires the project owner to design,
construct, and inspect the project in accordance with the 2010 California Building
Standards Code, which encompasses the California Building Code (CBC),
California Building Standards Administrative Code, California Electrical Code,
California Mechanical Code, California Plumbing Code, California Energy Code,
California Fire Code, California Code for Building Conservation, California
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Reference Standards Code, and other applicable codes and standards in effect
when the design and construction of the project actually begin. (Ex. 200, pp. 5.1-
6-5.1-7)

GEN-2, GEN-3, GEN-7, GEN-8, CIVIL-1, STRUC-1 - STRUC-4, MECH-1,
MECH-3, ELEC-1 require specified reviews by and approvals from the CBO,
Energy Commission Compliance Program Manager (CPM), or both. GEN-4
through GEN-6 require registered engineers and qualified inspectors to supervise
various aspects of design and implementation. STRUC-4 mandates that tanks
and vessels containing quantities of toxic or hazardous material must comply
with the 2010 version of the California Building Code. (Ex. 200, pp. 5.1-7 - 5.1-
20.)

Compliance with federal and state Occupational Safety and Health Standards
(OSHS) is mandated by Condition MECH-2. (Ex. 200, pp. 5.1-19 - 5.1-20.)

Implementation of Geology and Paleontology Conditions of Certification PAL-1
through PAL-4 will mitigate potential construction-related impacts to
paleontological resources to less than significant levels. Their implementation
requires significant information sharing and interaction among the project owner,
paleontological resource monitors, and the CPM. (Ex. 200, pp. 5.2-19 - 5.2-23.)

2. Major Structures, Systems, and Equipment

Major structures, systems, and equipment are necessary for power production,
costly or time consuming to repair or replace, used for the storage, containment,
or handling of toxic/hazardous materials, or could become potential health and
safety hazards if not constructed according to applicable engineering LORS. The
major equipment and facilities include the following:

1. Three General Electric LMS100 natural gas-fired combustion turbine
generators;

Inlet air evaporative coolers;

Two separate mechanical-draft cooling towers (one wet and one dry);
230-kV switchyard w/ overhead high-voltage transmission lines;

Air emissions control equipment;

Aqueous ammonia storage tank;

N o o bk w0 D

Above-ground water storage tanks; and
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8. Underground utility connections (electrical transmission lines, natural gas
pipeline, potable water pipeline, reclaimed water pipeline and a sewer
pipeline). (Ex. 200, pp. 3-2 — 3-3.)

Project Description - Figure 1, Site Plan shows the general arrangement and
layout of the facility. (Ex. 200, p. 3-3.)

I

I

I
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 1
Pio Pico Energy Center — Site Plan
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PPEC will be designed and constructed to the 2010 California Building Standards
Code (CBSC), also known as Title 24, California Code of Regulations, which
encompasses the California Building Code (CBC), California Building Standards
Administrative Code, California Electrical Code, California Mechanical Code,
California Plumbing Code, California Energy Code, California Fire Code,
California Code for Building Conservation, California Reference Standards Code,
and other applicable codes and standards in effect when the design and
construction of the project actually begin. If the initial designs are submitted to
the chief building official (CBO) for review and approval after the update to the
2010 CBSC takes effect, the 2010 CBSC provisions must be replaced with the
updated provisions. (Ex. 200, p. 5.1-3.)

And, because the California Building Code requires certain power plant
structures to undergo dynamic lateral force (structural) analysis to determine their
seismic design criteria while allowing others to be designed using a static
analysis procedure, Condition of Certification STRUC-1 ensures the project will
submit its proposed lateral force procedures to the CBO for review and approval
before construction begins. (Ex. 200, pp. 5.1-3 = 5.1-4.)

We find that compliance of the above-described LORS and mitigation measures
will ensure that the project's major structures, systems, and equipment are
designed and constructed to reduce or avoid impacts that include potential health
and safety hazards.

3. Project Quality Procedures

The Applicant describes a quality program intended to inspire confidence that its
systems and components will be designed, fabricated, stored, transported,
installed, and tested in accordance with all appropriate power plant technical
codes and standards. (Ex. 1, 8 3.12.6, Appendices A through F.) Compliance
with design requirements will be verified through specific inspections and audits.
Implementation of this quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) program will
ensure that PPEC is actually designed, procured, fabricated, and installed as
described in this AFC. (Ex. 200, p. 5.1-4.)

Staff evaluated the Applicant’'s project quality control plans and independently
determined that the quality program is adequate to ensure that systems and
components will be designed, fabricated, stored, transported, installed, and
tested in accordance with all appropriate power plant technical codes and
standards. Thus, to ensure that the Applicant does in fact implement the
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proposed quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) program, we recommend
implementation of design and construction—related conditions of certification set
forth below.

4. Compliance Monitoring

Under Section 104.1 of the 2010 CBC, the CBO is authorized and directed to
enforce all provisions of the CBC. The Energy Commission itself serves as the
building official, and has the responsibility to enforce the code, for all of the
energy facilities it certifies. In addition, the Energy Commission has the power to
interpret the CBC and adopt and enforce both rules and supplemental
regulations that clarify application of the CBC’s provisions. (Ex. 200, p. 5.1-4.)

The Energy Commission’s design review and construction inspection process
conforms to CBC requirements and ensures that all facility design conditions of
certification are met. As provided by Section 103.3 of the 2010 CBC, the Energy
Commission appoints experts to perform design review and construction
inspections and act as delegate CBOs on behalf of the Energy Commission.
These delegates may include the local building official and/or independent
consultants hired to provide technical expertise that is not provided by the local
official alone. The Applicant, through permit fees provided by the CBC, pays the
cost of these reviews and inspections. (Ex. 200, p. 5.1-4.)

We will impose conditions of certification for protection of public health and safety
and compliance with engineering design LORS. Some of these conditions
address the roles, responsibilities, and qualifications of the engineers who will
design and build the project (Conditions of Certification GEN-1 through GEN-8).
These engineers must be registered in California and sign and stamp every
submittal of design plans, calculations, and specifications submitted to the CBO.
These conditions require that every element of the project’s construction (subject
to CBO review and approval) be approved by the CBO before it is performed.
They also require that qualified special inspectors perform or oversee special
inspections required by all applicable LORS. (Ex. 200, p. 5.1-4.)

While the Energy Commission and delegate CBO have the authority to allow
some flexibility in scheduling construction activities, these conditions are written
so that no element of construction (of permanent facilities subject to CBO review
and approval) which could be difficult to reverse or correct can proceed without
prior CBO approval. Elements of construction that are not difficult to reverse may
proceed without approval of the plans. The Applicant bears the responsibility to
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fully modify construction elements in order to comply with all design changes
resulting from the CBO’s subsequent plan review and approval process. (EX.
200, pp. 5.1-4 - 5.1-5))

5. Facility Closure

The evidentiary record also addresses project closure activities, which could
range from “mothballing” the facility (i.e., closing or not using for a long time with
the possibility of opening or being used again in the future) to removing all
equipment and restoring the site. To ensure that decommissioning of the PPEC
will conform to applicable LORS and be completed in a manner that protects the
environment and public health and safety, the project owner is required to submit
a decommissioning plan which will identify: decommissioning activities;
applicable LORS in effect when decommissioning occurs; activities necessary to
restore the site, if appropriate; and decommissioning alternatives. Related
requirements are discussed in the Compliance section of this Decision. (Ex.
200, p. 5.1-5))

6. Compliance with LORS

As discussed above and shown by the language of the conditions of certification,
the project will comply with the federal and state occupational safety and health
requirement and the requirements of the most current California Building
Standards Code (and the codes contained therein) requirements.

The evidence also shows that the project’s design and construction will comply
with the applicable local and general codes identified in Facility Design Table 1.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidence, we make the following findings and reach the following
conclusions:

1. The PPEC project is currently in the preliminary design stage.

2. The evidentiary record identifies the applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards (LORS) that apply to this project.

3. The evidentiary record contains and independent evaluation of the
Applicant’'s proposed design criteria, including identification of criteria
essential to public health and safety.
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4. The evidentiary record contains sufficient information to establish that the
facility can be designed and constructed in conformity with the applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) set forth in the
appropriate portion of Appendix A of this Decision.

5. The conditions of certification set forth below provide, in part, that
independent qualified personnel will perform design review, plan checking,
and field inspections of the project.

6. The conditions of certification set forth below are necessary to ensure that
the project is designed and constructed both in accordance with applicable
law and in a manner that protects environmental quality as well as public
health and safety.

7. The General Conditions included in the Compliance section of this
Decision, establish requirements to be followed in the event of facility
closure.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

Implementation of the conditions of certification listed below will ensure that the
PPEC project will be designed and constructed in conformance with the
applicable laws pertinent to the engineering aspects summarized in Appendix A
of this Decision.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

GEN-1 The project owner shall design, construct, and inspect the project in
accordance with the 2010 California Building Standards Code (CBSC),
also known as Title 24, California Code of Regulations, which
encompasses the California Building Code (CBC), California Building
Standards Administrative Code, California Electrical Code, California
Mechanical Code, California Plumbing Code, California Energy Code,
California Fire Code, California Code for Building Conservation,
California Reference Standards Code, and all other applicable
engineering LORS in effect at the time initial design plans are
submitted to the CBO for review and approval (the CBSC in effect is
the edition that has been adopted by the California Building Standards
Commission and published at least 180 days previously). The project
owner shall ensure that all the provisions of the above applicable
codes are enforced during the construction, addition, alteration,
moving, demolition, repair, or maintenance of the completed facility. All
transmission facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations and
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substations) are covered in the conditions of certification in the
Transmission System Engineering section of this Decision.

In the event that the initial engineering designs are submitted to the
CBO when the successor to the 2010 CBSC is in effect, the 2010
CBSC provisions shall be replaced with the applicable successor
provisions. Where, in any specific case, different sections of the code
specify different materials, methods of construction or other
requirements, the most restrictive shall govern. Where there is a
conflict between a general requirement and a specific requirement, the
specific requirement shall govern.

The project owner shall ensure that all contracts with contractors,
subcontractors, and suppliers clearly specify that all work performed
and materials supplied comply with the codes listed above.

Verification:  Within 30 days following receipt of the certificate of occupancy,
the project owner shall submit to the CPM a statement of verification, signed by
the responsible design engineer, attesting that all designs, construction,
installation, and inspection requirements of the applicable LORS and the Energy
Commission’s decision have been met in the area of facility design. The project
owner shall provide the CPM a copy of the certificate of occupancy within 30
days of receipt from the CBO.

Once the certificate of occupancy has been issued, the project owner shall inform
the CPM at least 30 days prior to any construction, addition, alteration, moving,
demolition, repair, or maintenance to be performed on any portion(s) of the
completed facility that requires CBO approval for compliance with the above
codes. The CPM will then determine if the CBO needs to approve the work.

GEN-2 Before submitting the initial engineering designs for CBO review, the
project owner shall furnish the CPM and the CBO with a schedule of
facility design submittals, and master drawings and master
specifications list. The master drawings and master specifications list
shall contain a list of proposed submittal packages of designs,
calculations, and specifications for major structures, systems, and
equipment. Major structures, systems, and equipment are structures
and their associated components or equipment that are necessary for
power production, costly or time consuming to repair or replace, are
used for the storage, containment, or handling of hazardous or toxic
materials, or could become potential health and safety hazards if not
constructed according to applicable engineering LORS. The schedule
shall contain the date of each submittal to the CBO. To facilitate audits
by Energy Commission staff, the project owner shall provide specific
packages to the CPM upon request.
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Verification: At least 60 days (or a project owner- and CBO-approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO and to the CPM the schedule, and the master drawings and
master specifications list of documents to be submitted to the CBO for review
and approval. These documents shall be the pertinent design documents for the
major structures, systems, and equipment defined above in Condition of
Certification GEN-2. Major structures and equipment shall be added to or deleted
from the list only with CPM approval. The project owner shall provide schedule
updates in the monthly compliance report.

GEN-3  The project owner shall make payments to the CBO for design review,
plan checks, and construction inspections, based upon a reasonable
fee schedule to be negotiated between the project owner and the CBO.
These fees may be consistent with the fees listed in the 2010 CBC,
adjusted for inflation and other appropriate adjustments; may be based
on the value of the facilities reviewed; may be based on hourly rates;
or may be otherwise agreed upon by the project owner and the CBO.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the required payments to the
CBO in accordance with the agreement between the project owner and the CBO.
The project owner shall send a copy of the CBO’s receipt of payment to the CPM
in the next monthly compliance report indicating that applicable fees have been
paid.

GEN-4  Prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall assign a
California-registered architect, or a structural or civil engineer, as the
resident engineer (RE) in charge of the project. All transmission
facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations, and substations) are
addressed in the conditions of certification in the Transmission
System Engineering section of this Decision.

The RE may delegate responsibility for portions of the project to other
registered engineers. Registered mechanical and electrical engineers
may be delegated responsibility for mechanical and electrical portions
of the project, respectively. A project may be divided into parts,
provided that each part is clearly defined as a distinct unit. Separate
assignments of general responsibility may be made for each
designated part.

The RE shall:

1. Monitor progress of construction work requiring CBO design review
and inspection to ensure compliance with LORS;

2. Ensure that construction of all facilities subject to CBO design
review and inspection conforms in every material respect to
applicable LORS, these conditions of certification, approved plans,
and specifications;
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3. Prepare documents to initiate changes in approved drawings and
specifications when either directed by the project owner or as
required by the conditions of the project;

4. Be responsible for providing project inspectors and testing agencies
with complete and up-to-date sets of stamped drawings, plans,
specifications, and any other required documents;

5. Be responsible for the timely submittal of construction progress
reports to the CBO from the project inspectors, the contractor, and
other engineers who have been delegated responsibility for
portions of the project; and

6. Be responsible for notifying the CBO of corrective action or the
disposition of items noted on laboratory reports or other tests when
they do not conform to approved plans and specifications.

The resident engineer (or his delegate) must be located at the project
site, or be available at the project site within a reasonable period of
time, during any hours in which construction takes place.

The RE shall have the authority to halt construction and to require
changes or remedial work if the work does not meet requirements.

If the RE or the delegated engineers are reassigned or replaced, the
project owner shall submit the name, qualifications and registration
number of the newly assigned engineer to the CBO for review and
approval. The project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s
approval of the new engineer.

Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner- and CBO-approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO for review and approval, the resume and registration number
of the RE and any other delegated engineers assigned to the project. The project
owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s approvals of the RE and other
delegated engineer(s) within five days of the approval.

If the RE or the delegated engineer(s) is subsequently reassigned or replaced,
the project owner has five days to submit the resume and registration number of
the newly assigned engineer to the CBO for review and approval. The project
owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s approval of the new engineer within five
days of the approval.

GEN-5 Prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall assign at
least one of each of the following California registered engineers to the
project: a civil engineer; a soils, geotechnical, or civil engineer
experienced and knowledgeable in the practice of soils engineering;
and an engineering geologist. Prior to the start of construction, the
project owner shall assign at least one of each of the following
California registered engineers to the project: a design engineer who is
either a structural engineer or a civil engineer fully competent and
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proficient in the design of power plant structures and equipment
supports; a mechanical engineer;, and an electrical engineer.
(California Business and Professions Code section 6704 et seq., and
sections 6730, 6731 and 6736 require state registration to practice as
a civil engineer or structural engineer in California.) All transmission
facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations, and substations) are
handled in the conditions of certification in the Transmission System
Engineering section of this Decision.

The tasks performed by the civil, mechanical, electrical, or design
engineers may be divided between two or more engineers, as long as
each engineer is responsible for a particular segment of the project (for
example, proposed earthwork, civil structures, power plant structures,
equipment support). No segment of the project shall have more than
one responsible engineer. The transmission line may be the
responsibility of a separate California registered electrical engineer.

The project owner shall submit, to the CBO for review and approval,
the names, qualifications, and registration numbers of all responsible
engineers assigned to the project.

If any one of the designated responsible engineers is subsequently
reassigned or replaced, the project owner shall submit the name,
qualifications and registration number of the newly assigned
responsible engineer to the CBO for review and approval. The project
owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s approval of the new engineer.

A. The civil engineer shall:

1. Review the foundation investigations, geotechnical, or soils
reports prepared by the soils engineer, the geotechnical
engineer, or by a civil engineer experienced and knowledgeable
in the practice of soils engineering;

2. Design (or be responsible for the design of), stamp, and sign all
plans, calculations, and specifications for proposed site work,
civil works, and related facilities requiring design review and
inspection by the CBO. At a minimum, these include: grading,
site preparation, excavation, compaction, construction of
secondary containment, foundations, erosion and sedimentation
control structures, drainage facilities, underground utilities,
culverts, site access roads and sanitary sewer systems; and

3. Provide consultation to the RE during the construction phase of
the project and recommend changes in the design of the civil
works facilities and changes to the construction procedures.

B. The soils engineer, geotechnical engineer, or civil engineer
experienced and knowledgeable in the practice of soils
engineering, shall:
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1.
2.

4.

Review all the engineering geology reports;

Prepare the foundation investigations, geotechnical, or soils
reports containing field exploration reports, laboratory tests, and
engineering analysis detailing the nature and extent of the soils
that could be susceptible to liquefaction, rapid settlement or
collapse when saturated under load;

Be present, as required, during site grading and earthwork to
provide consultation and monitor compliance with requirements
set forth in the 2010 CBC (depending on the site conditions, this
may be the responsibility of either the soils engineer, the
engineering geologist, or both); and

Recommend field changes to the civil engineer and RE.

This engineer shall be authorized to halt earthwork and to require
changes if site conditions are unsafe or do not conform to the predicted
conditions used as the basis for design of earthwork or foundations.

C. The engineering geologist shall:

1.

Review all the engineering geology reports and prepare a final
soils grading report; and

Be present, as required, during site grading and earthwork to
provide consultation and monitor compliance with the
requirements set forth in the 2010 CBC (depending on the site
conditions, this may be the responsibility of either the soils
engineer, the engineering geologist, or both).

D. The design engineer shall:

1.

Be directly responsible for the design of the proposed structures
and equipment supports;

Provide consultation to the RE during design and construction of
the project;

Monitor construction progress to ensure compliance with
engineering LORS;

4. Evaluate and recommend necessary changes in design; and

Prepare and sign all major building plans, specifications, and
calculations.

E. The mechanical engineer shall be responsible for, and sign and
stamp a statement with, each mechanical submittal to the CBO,
stating that the proposed final design plans, specifications, and
calculations conform to all of the mechanical engineering design
requirements set forth in the Energy Commission’s decision.
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F. The electrical engineer shall:

1. Be responsible for the electrical design of the project; and

2. Sign and stamp electrical design drawings, plans, specifications,
and calculations.

Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner- and CBO-approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO for review and approval, resumes and registration numbers of
the responsible civil engineer, soils (geotechnical) engineer and engineering
geologist assigned to the project.

At least 30 days (or project owner- and CBO-approved alternative time frame)
prior to the start of construction, the project owner shall submit to the CBO for
review and approval, resumes and registration numbers of the responsible
design engineer, mechanical engineer, and electrical engineer assigned to the
project.

The project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO's approvals of the responsible
engineers within five days of the approval.

If the designated responsible engineer is subsequently reassigned or replaced,
the project owner has five days in which to submit the resume and registration
number of the newly assigned engineer to the CBO for review and approval. The
project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s approval of the new engineer
within five days of the approval.

GEN-6 Prior to the start of an activity requiring special inspection, including
prefabricated assemblies, the project owner shall assign to the project,
gualified and certified special inspector(s) who shall be responsible for
the special inspections required by the 2010 CBC. All transmission
facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations, and substations) are
handled in conditions of certification in the Transmission System
Engineering section of this Decision.

A certified weld inspector, certified by the American Welding Society
(AWS), and/or American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) as
applicable, shall inspect welding performed on-site requiring special
inspection (including structural, piping, tanks and pressure vessels).

The special inspector shall:

1. Be a qualified person who shall demonstrate competence, to the
satisfaction of the CBO, for inspection of the particular type of
construction requiring special or continuous inspection;

2. Inspect the work assigned for conformance with the approved
design drawings and specifications;

3. Furnish inspection reports to the CBO and RE. All discrepancies
shall be brought to the immediate attention of the RE for correction,
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then, if uncorrected, to the CBO and the CPM for corrective action;
and

4. Submit a final signed report to the RE, CBO, and CPM, stating
whether the work requiring special inspection was, to the best of
the inspector's knowledge, in conformance with the approved
plans, specifications, and other provisions of the applicable edition
of the CBC.

Verification: At least 15 days (or project owner- and CBO-approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of an activity requiring special inspection,
the project owner shall submit to the CBO for review and approval, with a copy to
the CPM, the name(s) and qualifications of the certified weld inspector(s), or
other certified special inspector(s) assigned to the project to perform one or more
of the duties set forth above. The project owner shall also submit to the CPM a
copy of the CBO’s approval of the qualifications of all special inspectors in the
next monthly compliance report.

If the special inspector is subsequently reassigned or replaced, the project owner
has five days in which to submit the name and qualifications of the newly
assigned special inspector to the CBO for approval. The project owner shall
notify the CPM of the CBO'’s approval of the newly assigned inspector within five
days of the approval.

GEN-7 If any discrepancy in design and/or construction is discovered in any
engineering work that has undergone CBO design review and
approval, the project owner shall document the discrepancy and
recommend required corrective actions. The discrepancy
documentation shall be submitted to the CBO for review and approval.
The discrepancy documentation shall reference this condition of
certification and, if appropriate, applicable sections of the CBC and/or
other LORS.

Verification: The project owner shall transmit a copy of the CBO’s approval
of any corrective action taken to resolve a discrepancy to the CPM in the next
monthly compliance report. If any corrective action is disapproved, the project
owner shall advise the CPM, within five days, of the reason for disapproval and
the revised corrective action to obtain CBO’s approval.

GEN-8 The project owner shall obtain the CBO’s final approval of all
completed work that has undergone CBO design review and approval.
The project owner shall request the CBO to inspect the completed
structure and review the submitted documents. The project owner shall
notify the CPM after obtaining the CBQO’s final approval. The project
owner shall retain one set of approved engineering plans,
specifications, and calculations (including all approved changes) at the
project site or at another accessible location during the operating life of
the project. Electronic copies of the approved plans, specifications,
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calculations, and marked-up as-builts shall be provided to the CBO for
retention by the CPM.

Verification:  Within 15 days of the completion of any work, the project owner
shall submit to the CBO, with a copy to the CPM, in the next monthly compliance
report, (a) a written notice that the completed work is ready for final inspection,
and (b) a signed statement that the work conforms to the final approved plans.
After storing the final approved engineering plans, specifications, and
calculations described above, the project owner shall submit to the CPM a letter
stating both that the above documents have been stored and the storage location
of those documents.

Within 90 days of the completion of construction, the project owner shall provide
to the CBO three sets of electronic copies of the above documents at the project
owner’s expense. These are to be provided in the form of “read only” (Adobe .pdf
6.0 or newer version) files, with restricted (password-protected) printing
privileges, on archive quality compact discs.

CIVIL-1 The project owner shall submit to the CBO for review and approval the
following:

1. Design of the proposed drainage structures and the grading plan;
2. An erosion and sedimentation control plan;

3. A construction storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP);

4

. Related calculations and specifications, signed and stamped by the
responsible civil engineer; and

5. Soils, geotechnical, or foundation investigations reports required by
the 2010 CBC.

Verification: At least 15 days (or project owner and CBO approved alternative
time frame) prior to the start of site grading the project owner shall submit the
documents described above to the CBO for design review and approval. In the
next monthly compliance report following the CBQO’s approval, the project owner
shall submit a written statement certifying that the documents have been
approved by the CBO.

CIVIL-2 The resident engineer shall, if appropriate, stop all earthwork and
construction in the affected areas when the responsible soils engineer,
geotechnical engineer, or the civil engineer experienced and
knowledgeable in the practice of soils engineering identifies
unforeseen adverse soil or geologic conditions. The project owner shall
submit modified plans, specifications, and calculations to the CBO
based on these new conditions. The project owner shall obtain
approval from the CBO before resuming earthwork and construction in
the affected area.

Verification:  The project owner shall notify the CPM within 24 hours, when
earthwork and construction is stopped as a result of unforeseen adverse
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geologic/soil conditions. Within 24 hours of the CBO’s approval to resume
earthwork and construction in the affected areas, the project owner shall provide
to the CPM a copy of the CBO'’s approval.

CIVIL-3 The project owner shall perform inspections in accordance with the
2010 CBC. All plant site-grading operations, for which a grading permit
is required, shall be subject to inspection by the CBO.

If, in the course of inspection, it is discovered that the work is not being
performed in accordance with the approved plans, the discrepancies
shall be reported immediately to the resident engineer, the CBO, and
the CPM. The project owner shall prepare a written report, with copies
to the CBO and the CPM, detailing all discrepancies, non-compliance
items, and the proposed corrective action.

Verification:  Within five days of the discovery of any discrepancies, the
resident engineer shall transmit to the CBO and the CPM a non-conformance
report (NCR), and the proposed corrective action for review and approval. Within
five days of resolution of the NCR, the project owner shall submit the details of
the corrective action to the CBO and the CPM. A list of NCRs, for the reporting
month, shall also be included in the following monthly compliance report.

CIVIL-4 After completion of finished grading and erosion and sedimentation
control and drainage work, the project owner shall obtain the CBO’s
approval of the final grading plans (including final changes) for the
erosion and sedimentation control work. The civil engineer shall state
that the work within his/her area of responsibility was done in
accordance with the final approved plans.

Verification:  Within 30 days (or project owner- and CBO-approved alternative
time frame) of the completion of the erosion and sediment control mitigation and
drainage work, the project owner shall submit to the CBO, for review and
approval, the final grading plans (including final changes) and the responsible
civil engineer’s signed statement that the installation of the facilities and all
erosion control measures were completed in accordance with the final approved
combined grading plans, and that the facilities are adequate for their intended
purposes, along with a copy of the transmittal letter to the CPM. The project
owner shall submit a copy of the CBO's approval to the CPM in the next monthly
compliance report.

STRUC-1 Prior to the start of any increment of construction, the project owner
shall submit plans, calculations and other supporting documentation to
the CBO for design review and acceptance for all project structures
and equipment identified in the CBO-approved master drawing and
master specifications lists. The design plans and calculations shall
include the lateral force procedures and details as well as vertical
calculations.
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Construction of any structure or component shall not begin until the
CBO has approved the lateral force procedures to be employed in
designing that structure or component.

The project owner shall:

1. Obtain approval from the CBO of lateral force procedures proposed
for project structures;

2. Obtain approval from the CBO for the final design plans,
specifications, calculations, soils reports, and applicable quality
control procedures. If there are conflicting requirements, the more
stringent shall govern (for example, highest loads, or lowest
allowable stresses shall govern). All plans, calculations, and
specifications for foundations that support structures shall be filed
concurrently with the structure plans, calculations, and
specifications;

3. Submit to the CBO the required number of copies of the structural
plans, specifications, calculations, and other required documents of
the designated major structures prior to the start of on-site
fabrication and installation of each structure, equipment support, or
foundation;

4. Ensure that the final plans, calculations, and specifications clearly
reflect the inclusion of approved criteria, assumptions, and methods
used to develop the design. The final designs, plans, calculations,
and specifications shall be signed and stamped by the responsible
design engineer; and

5. Submit to the CBO the responsible design engineer's signed
statement that the final design plans conform to applicable LORS.

Verification: At least 60 days (or project owner and CBO approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of any increment of construction of any
structure or component listed in the CBO approved master drawing and master
specifications list, the project owner shall submit to the CBO the above final
design plans, specifications and calculations, with a copy of the transmittal letter
to the CPM.

The project owner shall submit to the CPM, in the next monthly compliance
report, a copy of a statement from the CBO that the proposed structural plans,
specifications, and calculations have been approved and comply with the
requirements set forth in applicable engineering LORS.

STRUC-2 The project owner shall submit to the CBO the required number of sets
of the following documents related to work that has undergone CBO
design review and approval:

1. Concrete cylinder strength test reports (including date of testing,
date sample taken, design concrete strength, tested cylinder
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strength, age of test, type and size of sample, location and quantity
of concrete placement from which sample was taken, and mix
design designation and parameters);

2. Concrete pour sign-off sheets;

3. Bolt torque inspection reports (including location of test, date, bolt
size, and recorded torques);

4. Field weld inspection reports (including type of weld, location of
weld, inspection of non-destructive testing (NDT) procedure and
results, welder qualifications, certifications, qualified procedure
description or number (ref: AWS); and

5. Reports covering other structural activities requiring special
inspections shall be in accordance with the 2010 CBC.

Verification: If a discrepancy is discovered in any of the above data, the
project owner shall, within five days, prepare and submit an NCR describing the
nature of the discrepancies and the proposed corrective action to the CBO, with
a copy of the transmittal letter to the CPM. The NCR shall reference the
condition(s) of certification and the applicable CBC chapter and section. Within
five days of resolution of the NCR, the project owner shall submit a copy of the
corrective action to the CBO and the CPM.

The project owner shall transmit a copy of the CBO’s approval or disapproval of
the corrective action to the CPM within 15 days. If disapproved, the project owner
shall advise the CPM, within five days, the reason for disapproval, and the
revised corrective action to obtain CBO’s approval.

STRUC-3 The project owner shall submit to the CBO design changes to the final
plans required by the 2010 CBC, including the revised drawings,
specifications, calculations, and a complete description of, and
supporting rationale for, the proposed changes, and shall give to the
CBO prior notice of the intended filing.

Verification: On a schedule suitable to the CBO, the project owner shall
notify the CBO of the intended filing of design changes, and shall submit the
required number of sets of revised drawings and the required number of copies
of the other above-mentioned documents to the CBO, with a copy of the
transmittal letter to the CPM. The project owner shall notify the CPM, via the
monthly compliance report, when the CBO has approved the revised plans.

STRUC-4Tanks and vessels containing quantities of toxic or hazardous
materials exceeding amounts specified in the 2010 CBC shall, at a
minimum, be designed to comply with the requirements of that chapter.

Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner- and CBO-approved alternate
time frame) prior to the start of installation of the tanks or vessels containing the
above specified quantities of toxic or hazardous materials, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO for design review and approval final design plans,
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specifications, and calculations, including a copy of the signed and stamped
engineer’s certification.

The project owner shall send copies of the CBO approvals of plan checks to the
CPM in the following monthly compliance report. The project owner shall also
transmit a copy of the CBO'’s inspection approvals to the CPM in the monthly
compliance report following completion of any inspection.

MECH-1 The project owner shall submit, for CBO design review and approval,
the proposed final design, specifications and calculations for each
plant major piping and plumbing system listed in the CBO-approved
master drawing and master specifications list. The submittal shall also
include the applicable QA/QC procedures. Upon completion of
construction of any such major piping or plumbing system, the project
owner shall request the CBO’s inspection approval of that construction.

The responsible mechanical engineer shall stamp and sign all plans,
drawings, and calculations for the major piping and plumbing systems,
subject to CBO design review and approval, and submit a signed
statement to the CBO when the proposed piping and plumbing
systems have been designed, fabricated, and installed in accordance
with all of the applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and industry
standards, which may include, but are not limited to:

e American National Standards Institute (ANSI) B31.1 (Power Piping
Code);

e ANSI B31.2 (Fuel Gas Piping Code);

e ANSI B31.3 (Chemical Plant and Petroleum Refinery Piping Code);
e ANSI B31.8 (Gas Transmission and Distribution Piping Code);

e NACE R.P. 0169-83;

e NACE R.P. 0187-87;

e NFPA 56;
e Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Part 5 (California Plumbing
Code);

e Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Part 6 (California Energy
Code, for building energy conservation systems and temperature
control and ventilation systems);

e Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Part 2 (California Building
Code); and

e San Diego County codes.

The CBO may deputize inspectors to carry out the functions of the
code enforcement agency.
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Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner and CBO approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of any increment of major piping or
plumbing construction listed in the CBO approved master drawing and master
specifications list, the project owner shall submit to the CBO for design review
and approval the final plans, specifications, and calculations, including a copy of
the signed and stamped statement from the responsible mechanical engineer
certifying compliance with applicable LORS, and shall send the CPM a copy of
the transmittal letter in the next monthly compliance report.

The project owner shall transmit to the CPM, in the monthly compliance report
following completion of any inspection, a copy of the transmittal letter conveying
the CBO’s inspection approvals.

MECH-2 For all pressure vessels installed in the plant, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO and California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (Cal-OSHA), prior to operation, the code certification
papers and other documents required by applicable LORS. Upon
completion of the installation of any pressure vessel, the project owner
shall request the appropriate CBO and/or Cal-OSHA inspection of that
installation.

The project owner shall:

1. Ensure that all boilers and fired and unfired pressure vessels are
designed, fabricated, and installed in accordance with the
appropriate section of the American Society of Mechanical
Engineers (ASME) Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, or other
applicable code. Vendor certification, with identification of
applicable code, shall be submitted for prefabricated vessels and
tanks; and

2. Have the responsible design engineer submit a statement to the
CBO that the proposed final design plans, specifications, and
calculations conform to all of the requirements set forth in the
appropriate ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code or other
applicable codes.

Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner and CBO approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of on-site fabrication or installation of any
pressure vessel, the project owner shall submit to the CBO for design review and
approval, the above listed documents, including a copy of the signed and
stamped engineer’s certification, with a copy of the transmittal letter to the CPM.

The project owner shall transmit to the CPM, in the monthly compliance report
following completion of any inspection, a copy of the transmittal letter conveying
the CBO'’s and/or Cal-OSHA inspection approvals.

MECH-3 The project owner shall submit to the CBO for design review and
approval the design plans, specifications, calculations, and quality
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control procedures for any heating, ventilating, air conditioning (HVAC)
or refrigeration system. Packaged HVAC systems, where used, shall
be identified with the appropriate manufacturer’s data sheets.

The project owner shall design and install all HYAC and refrigeration
systems within buildings and related structures in accordance with the
CBC and other applicable codes. Upon completion of any increment of
construction, the project owner shall request the CBO’s inspection and
approval of that construction. The final plans, specifications and
calculations shall include approved criteria, assumptions, and methods
used to develop the design. In addition, the responsible mechanical
engineer shall sign and stamp all plans, drawings and calculations and
submit a signed statement to the CBO that the proposed final design
plans, specifications and calculations conform with the applicable
LORS.

Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner and CBO approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of construction of any HVAC or
refrigeration system, the project owner shall submit to the CBO the required
HVAC and refrigeration calculations, plans, and specifications, including a copy
of the signed and stamped statement from the responsible mechanical engineer
certifying compliance with the CBC and other applicable codes, with a copy of
the transmittal letter to the CPM.

ELEC-1 Prior to the start of any increment of electrical construction for all
electrical equipment and systems 110 Volts or higher (see a
representative list, below) the project owner shall submit, for CBO
design review and approval, the proposed final design, specifications,
and calculations. Upon approval, the above listed plans, together with
design changes and design change notices, shall remain on the site or
at another accessible location for the operating life of the project. The
project owner shall request that the CBO inspect the installation to
ensure compliance with the requirements of applicable LORS. All
transmission facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations, and
substations) are handled in conditions of certification in the
Transmission System Engineering section of this Decision.

A. Final plant design plans shall include:
1. one-line diagram for the 13.8-kV, 4.16-kV and 480 V systems;
2. system grounding drawings;
3. lightning protection system; and
4. hazard area classification plan.

B. Final plant calculations must establish:
1. short-circuit ratings of plant equipment;
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Verification:
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ampacity of feeder cables;
voltage drop in feeder cables;
system grounding requirements;

coordination study calculations for fuses, circuit breakers and
protective relay settings for the 13.8-kV, 4.16-kV and 480 V
systems;

system grounding requirements;

7. lighting energy calculations; and

8. 110 volt system design calculations and submittals showing

feeder sizing, transformer and panel load confirmation, fixture
schedules and layout plans.

The following activities shall be reported to the CPM in the monthly
compliance report:

1.
2.
3.

Receipt or delay of major electrical equipment;
Testing or energization of major electrical equipment; and

A signed statement by the registered electrical engineer
certifying that the proposed final design plans and specifications
conform to requirements set forth in the Energy Commission
decision.

At least 30 days (or project owner- and CBO-approved

alternative time frame) prior to the start of each increment of electrical
construction, the project owner shall submit to the CBO for design review and
approval the above listed documents. The project owner shall include in this
submittal a copy of the signed and stamped statement from the responsible
electrical engineer attesting compliance with the applicable LORS, and shall
send the CPM a copy of the transmittal letter in the next monthly compliance

report.
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B. POWER PLANT EFFICIENCY

The PPEC project will use substantial amounts of natural gas for its fuel.
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), we must determine
whether the consumption of this non-renewable form of energy will result in
substantial impacts upon energy resources. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §
15126.4(a)(1), Appen. F.)

CEQA Guidelines state that the environmental analysis “...shall describe feasible
measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts, including where
relevant, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy”. (Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 14, 8§ 15126.4(a)(1).) Appendix F of the Guidelines further suggests
consideration of such factors as the project’'s energy requirements and energy
use efficiency; its effects on local and regional energy supplies and energy
resources; its requirements for additional energy supply capacity; its compliance
with existing energy standards; and any alternatives that could reduce wasteful,
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 8
15000 et seq., Appen. F.)

The inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy, in the form of non-
renewable fuels such as natural gas and oil, constitutes an adverse
environmental impact. An adverse impact can be considered significant if it
results in:

e adverse effects on local and regional energy supplies and energy resources;
e arequirement for additional energy supply capacity;

e noncompliance with existing energy standards; or

e the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of fuel or energy.

No federal, state or local/county laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards
(LORS) apply to the efficiency of this project.

Summary and Discussion of the Evidence
1. Project Energy Requirements and Energy Use Efficiency
In this section of the Decision we examine the project’s energy requirements and

energy use efficiency; effects on local and regional energy supplies and
resources; requirements for additional energy supply capacity; and compliance
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with applicable energy standards. In addition, the evidence addresses whether
there are feasible alternatives which would reduce any wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary energy consumption attributable to the project.

The project objective is to provide flexible peaking and load following power
generation services during periods of high demand (especially during the
morning and evening ramps). (Ex. 200, p. 5.3-3.)

Any power plant large enough to fall under Energy Commission siting jurisdiction
will consume large amounts of energy. The record shows that under average
ambient conditions, PPEC would burn natural gas at a nominal rate of 2,457
million Btu® per hour LHV. This is a substantial rate of energy consumption, and
holds the potential to impact energy supplies. Under typical ambient conditions,
electricity would be generated at a full load efficiency of approximately 43 percent
LHV. This efficiency level compares favorably with the average fuel efficiency of
a typical simple cycle power plant. (Ex. 200, p. 5.3-2.)

PPEC will use three GE LMS100 gas turbine generators, the newest and most
efficient such machine available. This model of the LMS100 is nominally rated at
103.5 MW at a fuel efficiency of 43.6 percent. The PPEC project would actually
produce 300 MW (100 MW per machine) net output, at a site rated fuel efficiency
of 43 percent LHV, based on typical ambient conditions. This site rating differs
from nominal figures due to site-specific ambient conditions (altitude and
temperature), power losses from parasitic loads, and reduced system output due
to flow losses caused by the inlet air cooling system and the SCR unit installed
on the exhaust of each turbine. (Ex. 200, p. 5.3-4.)

The PPEC project would be configured as three simple cycle power plants in
parallel, in which electricity is generated by three natural gas-fired turbine
generators. This configuration, with its short start-up time and fast ramping®
capability, is well suited to providing peaking power. Further, when reduced
output is required, one or more turbine generators can be shut down, allowing
the remaining machine(s) to produce a percentage of the full power at optimum
efficiency, rather than operating a single, larger machine at a less efficient part-
load output. (Ex. 200, p. 5.3-3.)

! British thermal units.
2 Ramping is increasing and decreasing electrical output to meet fluctuating load requirements.
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The Applicant intends for PPEC to operate as a peaking and load following
facility with a total annual capacity factor of no more than 46 percent. (Ex. 200, p.
5.3-1.)

The evidence indicates that the proposed turbines embody the most fuel-efficient
electric generation technology available. And, with respect to the efficiency of the
selected gas turbine inlet air-cooling method, the evidence establishes that there
are no alternatives to the chosen evaporative cooling technology that could
significantly reduce energy consumption. According to the evidence, commonly
used inlet air-cooling techniques include the evaporative cooler (or fogger) and
the chiller. GE has done three things differently on the LMS100. First, it has
removed the limitations of the low pressure spool inherent in GE’s popular
LM6000 aeroderivative engine by adding an aero engine taken from GE'’s
industrial Frame 6 machine. Second, GE has employed a much more effective
compressor interstage cooling system which ducts the air discharged from the
low pressure compressor away from the machine, where it can be more
effectively cooled by a separate cooling system; then ducted back into the high
pressure compressor. Third, GE has provided a third shaft, independent of the
first two spools, to carry the power turbine, which is in turn coupled to the electric
generator. Since the LMS100’'s power turbine and generator are not
mechanically coupled to the low pressure spool, this spool is free to spin at
optimum speed (approximately 5,300 rpm at full load). (Ex. 200, p. 5.3-5.)

Thus, the evidence establishes that the project’'s simple cycle configuration and
the chosen generating equipment represent the most efficient feasible
combination to satisfy the Applicant's stated project objectives. There is no
evidence of any gas-fired alternatives that could significantly reduce energy
consumption.

2. Impacts on Energy Supplies

Natural gas will be delivered to the project site via either a new (up to 12-inch
diameter) approximately 8000-foot long natural gas pipeline, or a new (up to 12-
inch diameter) approximately 10,300-foot long natural gas pipeline, that would be
connected to an existing 36-inch San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E)
natural gas transmission pipeline. (Ex. 200, p. 5.3-2.)

Moreover, the evidence shows that only natural gas burning technologies are
feasible for this project. Other technologies are either incapable of providing the
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PPEC project’s ancillary services of flexible morning and evening start-ups and
shutdowns as needed, and quick cold-start capability that is dispatchable (e.g.,
solar, wind), are unavailable in the area (e.g., wind, geothermal, biomass), or are
too highly polluting (e.g., coal, oil). (Ex. 200, p. 5.3-4, see also the Alternatives
section of this Decision.)

3. Cumulative Impacts

A project may result in a significant adverse cumulative impact where its effects
are cumulatively considerable. "Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §
15065(a)(3).)

Neither the Applicant nor Staff identified nearby projects that could potentially
combine with the PPEC project to create cumulative impacts on natural gas
resources. The SDG&E natural gas supply system draws from extensive supplies
originating in the Rocky Mountains, in the southwest, and in Canada. We find
that the SDG&E system is adequate to supply the PPEC project without
adversely impacting its other customers. (Ex. 200, p. 5.3-7.)

4. Noteworthy Project Benefits

The Applicant proposes to provide flexible peaking power and ancillary services,
such as load following, during periods of high demand. By doing so in this most
fuel-efficient manner, i.e., employing the most modern peaking gas turbine
generators available, the PPEC project will provide a benefit to the electric
consumers of California. (Ex. 200, p. 5.3-7.)

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidence of record, we make the following findings and reach the
following conclusions:

1. The PPEC project will provide approximately 300 MW of peaking and load
following generation and ancillary services, operate in a simple cycle mode,
and use three GE LMS100 gas turbine generators, the newest and most
efficient such machine available.
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2. Under average annual ambient conditions, the project will generate electricity
at a full load efficiency of approximately 43 percent LHV.

3. The project’s simple cycle configuration, short start-up time, and fast ramping
capability are appropriate for providing peaking and load following generation
in an efficient manner.

4. The project will not require the development of new fuel supply resources.

5. The project will consume natural gas in as efficient a manner as practicable.

6. The evidence contains a comparative analysis of alternative fuel sources and
generation technologies, none of which is superior at meeting project
objectives in an efficient manner.

7. No federal, state, or local laws, ordinances, regulations, or standards apply to
the efficiency of this project.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

We therefore conclude that the PPEC will not create adverse effects upon energy

supplies or resources, require additional sources of energy supply, or consume

energy in a wasteful or inefficient manner. No conditions of certification are
required.
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C. POWER PLANT RELIABILITY

We must determine whether the project will be designed, sited, and operated to
ensure safe and reliable operation. (Pub. Resource Code, § 25520(b); Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 20, 8 1752(b)(2).) However, there are no LORS that establish either
power plant reliability criteria or procedures for attaining reliable operation.

The responsibility for maintaining system reliability falls largely to control area
operators such as the California Independent System Operator (California 1SO)
that purchase, dispatch, and sell electric power throughout the State. The
California ISO has begun to establish specific criteria for each load-serving entity
under its jurisdiction to help the entities decide how much generating capacity
and ancillary services to build or purchase. Load serving entities then issue
power purchase agreements to satisfy these needs. (Ex. 200, p. 5.4-1.)

The California ISO criteria are designed to maintain system-wide reliability.
However, it is possible that, if numerous power plants operated at reliability levels
sufficiently lower than historical levels, the assumptions used by California ISO to
ensure system reliability would prove invalid. Therefore, to ensure adequate
system reliability, we examine whether individual power plants will be built and
operated to the traditional level of reliability by ensuring: (1) adequate levels of
equipment availability; (2) plant maintainability with scheduled maintenance
outages; (3) fuel and water availability; and, (4) resistance to natural hazards.
Where a power plant compares favorably to industry norms, it is not likely to
degrade the overall reliability of the electric system it serves. (Ex. 200, pp. 5.4-1
-5.4-2)

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE

The 300-megawatt (MW) (nominal net output) simple cycle PPEC project will
provide flexible peaking and load following power generation services during
periods of high demand in the San Diego area. The evidence predicts an
equivalent availability factor of at least 98 percent. The Applicant expects to
operate the plant at a capacity factor of 46 percent during each year of its
operating life. (Ex. 200, p. 5.4-2.)

1. Equipment Availability

Equipment availability for PPEC will be ensured by use of appropriate quality
assurance/quality control (QA/QC) programs during design, procurement,
construction, and operation of the plant and by providing adequate maintenance
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and repair of the equipment and systems. The project owner will use a QA/QC
program common in the power industry. Equipment will be purchased from
qualified suppliers and the project owner will perform receipt inspections, test
components, and administer independent testing contracts. To ensure these
measures are taken, we have incorporated appropriate conditions of certification
in the Facility Design section of this Decision. (Ex. 200, p. 5.4-3.)

2. Plant Maintainability

A generating facility called on to operate in base-load service for long periods of
time must be capable of being maintained while operating. A typical approach for
achieving this is to provide redundant examples of those pieces of equipment
most likely to require service or repair. Because the PPEC project will consist of
three combustion turbine generators, operating in parallel as independent
equipment trains, it is inherently reliable. A single equipment failure cannot
disable more than one train, which allows the plant to continue to generate, but at
reduced output (approximately 66 percent of full plant output). Furthermore, all
plant ancillary systems are designed with adequate redundancy to ensure
continued operation in the face of equipment failure. Examples of plant
equipment redundancy include two 100 percent capacity cooling water pumps;
three 50 percent capacity natural gas compressors; two 60 percent capacity
demineralized/reverse osmosis systems; and two 100 percent capacity auxiliary
transformers. We find that equipment redundancy described in the record is
sufficient for a project such as this. (Ex. 200, pp. 5.4-3 - 5.4-4.)

The PPEC will establish a preventive plant maintenance program typical of the
industry. The Applicant will base its maintenance program on the maintenance
recommendations that the equipment manufacturers provide with their products.
The program will encompass preventive and predictive maintenance techniques.
Maintenance outages will be scheduled for periods of low electricity demand. In
light of these plans, we find that the project will be adequately maintained to
ensure acceptable reliability. (Ex. 200, p. 5.4-4.)

3. Fuel and Water Availability

For any power plant, the long-term availability of fuel and of water for cooling or
process use is necessary to ensure reliability. The insufficiency of reliable
sources of fuel and water may restrict the service life and the economic viability
of the power plant. (Ex. 200, p. 5.4-4.)
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PPEC will burn natural gas supplied by San Diego Gas and Electric Company
(SDG&E). There are two possible routes for the gas supply pipeline. Both routes
would connect to an existing SDG&E natural gas pipeline, but at different
locations. Route A extends approximately 2,375 feet south along Alta Road,
which is the same distance of the original Route A along Alta Road. The Modified
Gas Line Route A then turns west on Otay Mesa Road for approximately 2,700
feet, and then turns south on Enrico Fermi Drive for approximately 2,700 feet to
Airway Road, at which point it would connect to an existing SDG&E natural gas
pipeline, (see Project Description - Figure 3, Alternative Routes for Natural
Gas Line). (Ex. 200, p. 5.4-4.)

Route B would extend approximately 2,375 feet south along Alta Road, turn west
on Otay Mesa Road, and continue approximately 7,920 feet to Harvest Road at
which point it would connect to the existing SDG&E natural gas pipeline for a
total of approximately 10,300 feet. The pipeline will be constructed, owned, and
operated by SDG&E. (Ex. 200, pp. 5.4-4 —5.4-5.)

SDG&E’s natural gas supply system represents a resource of considerable
capacity and offers access to adequate supplies of gas from the Rocky
Mountains, Canada, and the Southwest. Also, PPEC has a 20-year fuel tolling
agreement for SDG&E to provide natural gas to the project. We find that there
will be adequate natural gas supply and pipeline capacity to meet the project’s
needs. (Ex. 200, p. 5.4-5.)

PPEC will use water for plant service needs, cooling system makeup,
combustion turbine injection, combustion turbine evaporative cooling makeup,
and secondary fire protection. This water will be supplied by Otay Water District
(OWD). OWD reviewed and approved the Water Supply Assessment Report
required by state law, and this demonstrates a sufficient likelihood of a reliable
supply of water. (For further discussion of water supply, see the Soil and Water
Resources section of this Decision.) (Exs. 56; 200, p. 5.4-5.)

4. Natural Hazards

Natural forces can threaten the reliable operation of a power plant. High winds,
tsunamis (tidal waves), seiches (waves in inland bodies of water), and flooding
would not likely represent a hazard for this project, but seismic shaking
(earthquake) may present a credible threat to reliable operation of the PPEC.
(Ex. 200, p. 5.4-5.)
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The site lies within seismically active Southern California. However, no active or
potentially active faults have been identified near the project site. The PPEC
project will be designed and constructed to the latest applicable LORS (PPEC
2011a, AFC Appendices A through F). Compliance with current seismic design
LORS represents an upgrading of performance during seismic shaking compared
to older facilities since these LORS have been continually upgraded. Because it
will be built to the latest seismic design LORS, this project will likely perform at
least as well as, and perhaps better than, existing plants in the electric power
system. Conditions of certification in Facility Design ensure compliance with
relevant LORS. In light of the general historical performance of California power
plants and the electrical system in seismic events, the evidence demonstrates
that the power plant will functional reliably during earthquakes. (Ex. 200, p. 5.4-
5)

The site is at an elevation of approximately 635 feet above mean sea level and is
not within a 100-year flood zone. With proper plant design (ensured by
adherence to the proposed Facility Design conditions of certification), the
evidence indicates that the power plant will not likely experience functional
unreliability due to flooding. For further discussion, see the Soil and Water
Resources and Geology and Paleontology of this Decision. (Ex. 200, p. 5.4-5.)

5. Comparison to Industry Norms

The North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) maintains industry
statistics for availability factors (as well as other related reliability data). The
NERC regularly polls North American utility companies on their project reliability
through its Generating Availability Data System and periodically summarizes and
publishes those statistics on the Internet at http://www.nerc.com. NERC reports
an availability factor of 91.5 percent as the generating unit average figure for the
years 2005 through 2009 for gas turbine units (50 MW and larger). (Ex. 200, p.
5.4-6.)

The model of gas turbine that would be employed in the PPEC project has been
on the market for several years now and can be expected to exhibit typically high
availability. General Electric (GE), manufacturer of the LMS100 gas turbines,
pursued a development program for these units that is nearly unprecedented in
the gas turbine industry. New turbines typically undergo only systems tests
during development, leaving final testing and shakedown to the initial commercial
units. After the costly debacle that attended the release of GE's Frame 7F
machine in the mid-1990s, GE committed to build and own the initial LMS100
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power plant itself. Only after the machine had been thoroughly tested and proven
did GE sell this initial plant to its ultimate owner, and proceed to deliver LMS100
machines to additional customers. That first machine, destined for the Basin
Electric Power Cooperative’s Groton, SD station, was delivered in late 2005 and
was turned over to its new owner in summer 2006. (Ex. 200, p. 5.4-6.)

The annual availability factor of at least 98 percent appears reasonable
compared to the NERC figure for similar plants throughout North America and in
light of the GE’s development program. In fact, these machines can well be
expected to outperform the fleet of various (mostly older) gas turbines that make
up the NERC statistics. Further, since the plant will be operating in parallel with
the three units at the PPEC facility, maintenance can be scheduled during those
times of year when plant output is not required to meet market demand, typical of
industry standard maintenance procedures. The undisputed estimate of plant
availability contained in the record, therefore, appears realistic. The stated
procedures for assuring design, procurement, and construction of a reliable
power plant appear to be in keeping with industry norms, and we find they are
likely to yield an adequately reliable plant. (Ex. 200, p. 5.4-6.)

FINDINGS OF FACT
Based on the uncontested evidence, we make the following findings:
1. No federal, state, or local/county LORS apply to the reliability of PPEC.

2. A project’s reliability is acceptable if it does not degrade the reliability of
the utility system to which it is connected.

3. Implementation of Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) programs
during design, procurement, construction, and operation of the PPEC
plants, along with adequate maintenance and repair of the equipment and
systems, will ensure the project is adequately reliable.

4. Appropriate conditions of certification included in the Facility Design
portion of this Decision ensure implementation of the QA/QC programs
and conformance with seismic design criteria.

5. PPEC will have appropriate redundancy of function.
6. The project’s fuel and water supply will be reliable.
7. The project will meet or exceed industry norms for reliability, including

reliability during flooding or seismic events.
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8. PPEC will not degrade the overall electrical system.

9. The North American Electric Reliability Corporation reports an availability
factor of 91.5 percent as the generating unit average figure for the years
2005 through 2009 for gas turbine units (50 MW and larger).

10.  An availability factor of 98 percent is achievable by the PPEC.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

We therefore conclude that PPEC will meet industry norms and not degrade the
overall reliability of the electrical system. The project will be adequately reliable.
No conditions of certification are required for this topic area.
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D. TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

The Commission’s jurisdiction includes “. . . any electric power line carrying
electric power from a thermal power plant . . . to a point of junction with an
interconnected transmission system.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 25107.) In
conducting its review of a power plant AFC, the Commission assesses the
engineering and planning design of new transmission facilities associated with a
proposed project to ensure compliance with applicable LORS required for safe
and reliable electric power transmission. The Commission also conducts an
environmental review of the “whole of the action” related to the power plant
proposal. This may include examining the environmental effects of facilities made
necessary by the construction and operation of the proposed power plant but not
licensed by the Commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 § 15378.)

Additionally, under CEQA, the Commission must conduct an environmental
review of the “whole of the action,” which may include facilities not licensed by
the Energy Commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 8 15378.) Thus, the
Commission must identify the system impacts and necessary new or modified
transmission facilities required downstream of the proposed interconnection. The
record indicates that the Applicant in this case has adequately identified all
necessary interconnection facilities based on the information currently available.

The California Independent System Operator (California 1SO) is typically
responsible for ensuring electric system reliability for participating entities and
determines both the standards necessary to achieve system reliability and
whether a proposed project conforms to those standards. The Energy
Commission routinely works in conjunction with the California ISO in assessing a
project. Commission staff normally relies on the California 1SO, or the
interconnecting utility for the analysis of impacts on the transmission grid as well
as the identification and approval of required new or modified facilities
downstream from the proposed interconnection. The proposed project would
connect to the SDG&E transmission network and requires analysis by SDG&E
and approval of the California ISO.

We also evaluate the project’'s compliance with the following applicable laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS):

e California Public Utilities Commission General Order 95, Rules for Overhead
Electric Line Construction — Establishes uniform requirements for construction
of overhead transmission lines. Compliance with this order ensures adequate
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service and safety to persons engaged in the construction, maintenance, and
operation or use of overhead electric lines and to the public generally.

e California Public Utilities Commission General Order 128, Rules for
Construction of Underground Electric Supply and Communications Systems -
Establishes uniform requirements and minimum standards to be used for
underground supply systems to ensure adequate service and safety to
persons engaged in the construction, maintenance, and operation or use of
underground electric lines and public generally.

e National Electric Safety Code (1999) — Provides electrical, mechanical, civil,
and structural requirements for overhead electric line construction and
operation.

e Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) Planning Standards and
North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Planning Standards —
These merged standards require the continuity of service to loads as the first
priority, and preservation of interconnected operation as a secondary priority.
The standards provide planning for electric systems to withstand the more
probable forced and maintenance outage system contingencies at projected
customer demand and anticipate electricity transfer levels, while continuing to
operate reliably within equipment and electric system thermal, voltage, and
stability limits.

e NERC Reliability Standards for the Bulk Electric Systems of North America —
Provide national policies, standards, principles, and guidelines to ensure the
adequacy and security of the electric transmission system. These standards
provide for system performance levels under normal and contingency
conditions. (Ex. 200, pp. 5.5-3 — 5.5-4.)

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE
1. Transmission Facilities Description

Two generator tie-line routes have been proposed to interconnect the PPEC to
the Otay Mesa switchyard. Generator tie-line route A consists of both 230-kV
overhead conductor and 230-kV underground cable. Route A would be built
along Calzada de la Fuente, extend east for approximately 1,700 feet and then
routed underground for approximately 400 feet into the Otay Mesa switchyard.
The 1,700 feet- long overhead generator tie-line would be built with 1113 kcmil
aluminum conductor steel-reinforced (ACSR) and the 400 feet-long underground
tie-line would be built with 2300 kcmil aluminum cross-linked polyethylene cable
(Al XLPE). The total Route A length is approximately 2,100 feet long. (Ex. 200, p.
5.5-4.)
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Route B would be an 230-kV overhead transmission line built from the east side
of the PPEC project site, run south for approximately 550 feet then east for
approximately 1,400 feet, then run north for approximately 700 feet into the Otay
Mesa switchyard. With a total length of 2,650 feet, the Route B 230-kV overhead
generator tie-line would be built with 1113 kcmil ACSR conductor. (Ex. 200, p.
5.5-5.)

The overhead generator tie-line would be supported by typical 90-foot height
single-pole structures. The underground section of the proposed Route A
underground cable would use typical six-foot deep 230-kV duct bank. (Id.)

The generator tie-line would then be connected to the existing Otay Mesa
switchyard. Power would be distributed to the grid via existing transmission lines
from the Otay Mesa switchyard (Ex. 1, section 3.5.5, 3.7, Figure 3.5-3, Figure
3.7-1B, Figure 3.7-1C, Figure 3.7-1D, Figure 3.7-2.)

Conditions of Certification TSE-1 through TSE-7 ensure these facilities comply
with LORS.

2. System Impact Study

The August 24, 2011, C1C2 projects Phase Il Interconnection Study Report was
prepared by the California 1SO in coordination with SDG&E. The Phase I
Interconnection Study modeled the PPEC project with a net output of 308 MW.
(Ex. 200, p. 5.5-6.)

The Power Flow base cases use the 1-in-10 year load forecast for the SDG&E
Area. The 2014 Heavy Summer peak load and 2014 Light Load base cases
included all pre-C1C2 generation projects and the associated network upgrades
and special protection systems, as well as all the California ISO approved
transmission upgrade projects through 2014. The Phase Il Interconnection
Study also included a second Hassayampa-North Gila 500-kV transmission line
in the Arizona Public Service area which was expected to begin operating in
2014. The detailed study assumptions are described in the Phase Il
Interconnection Study. (Id.)

The power flow studies were conducted using 2014 heavy summer and 2014
light load base cases with and without the proposed C1C2 generation projects
interconnected to the SDG&E grid at each project’'s proposed interconnection
point. The Power Flow study assessed the C1C2 generation projects’ impact on
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thermal loading of the transmission lines and equipment. Short circuit studies
were conducted to determine if the C1C2 generation projects would overstress
existing substation facilities. Transient Stability Analysis was conducted using
the 2015 heavy summer and 2015 light load base cases to determine whether
the C1C2 generation projects would create instability in the system following
certain selected outages. Post-Transient Voltage Stability Analysis was
conducted using the 2015 heavy summer and the 2015 light load base cases to
determine whether the C1C2 generation projects would create voltage
deviations in the system following lines and equipment outages. (Id.)

a. Power Flow Study

The C1C2 Phase Il Interconnection Study identified pre-project overload criteria
violations under the 2014 heavy summer and the 2014 light load study
conditions. Pre-project overloads are caused by either existing system
conditions or by projects with higher positions in the SDG&E’s generator
interconnection queue. The study concluded that the addition of the C1C2
projects would cause normal overloads and emergency overloads. Section four
and five of the Individual Project Report listed details of the Power Flow study
results and proposed mitigation measures (Ex. 200, p. 5.5-6.)

The Power Flow study indicated that the C1C2 projects and specifically the
PPEC project would cause transmission line overloads in the Otay Mesa area
under normal operating conditions using the 2014 heavy summer peak and the
2014 light load study cases.

The Power Flow study indicated that the C1C2 projects would cause overloads in
the following areas and transmission lines using the 2014 heavy summer peak
load and the 2014 light load study cases.

o Otay Mesa Area

o Otay Mesa - Miguel 230-kV line #1

o Otay Mesa - Miguel 230-kV line #2

. Escondido — Palomar 230-kV line #1
. Escondido — Palomar 230-kV line #2
) Friars - Doublet Tap 138-kV line

The Power Flow study indicated that C1C2 projects would cause overloads in the
following areas and transmission lines using the 2014 heavy summer peak load
and the 2014 light load study cases.
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e Otay Mesa Area

e Bernardo - Felicita Tap 69-kV line
e Mission - Old Town 230-kV line

e Cannon - San Luis Rey 138-kV line

The Power Flow study indicated that C1C2 projects would cause overloads to the
SCE transmission system. Details are listed in the Phase Il Interconnection
Study, Ex.97.

Mitigation

Mitigation of the above transmission line overloads has been identified in two
categories: Reliability Network Upgrades and Delivery Network Upgrades.
Reliability upgrades are required in order to meet system reliability standards for
the interconnection of the projects in the studied cluster. Delivery network
upgrades are required only when an interconnecting generator requests full
delivery interconnection service, often required in order to receive capacity
payments or meet contractual requirements. PPEC is a full delivery generator
and thus delivery network upgrades identified for the generating cluster could be
downstream impacts of the PPEC.

Under the Reliability Network Upgrades, installation of Special Protection System
(SPS) measures are recommended to mitigate the following line overloads.

. Otay Mesa - Miguel 230-kV line #1 and #2.

. Modify the existing SPS to drop generation in the Otay Mesa Substation
area to mitigate Category B line overloads for outages on either the Otay
Mesa - Miguel 230-kV line #1 or #2. Also, the modified SPS would mitigate
Category C overloads for outages on both of the Otay Mesa - Miguel 230-
kV lines. The SPS cost allocation for the PPEC is 100 percent which means
that the PPEC is the primary responsible party.

. Bernardo - Felicita Tap 69-kV line.

. Install SPS to protect the Bernardo - Felicita Tap 69-kV line for Category C
contingency for outage on both Escondido - Palomar Energy 230-kV lines.
The SPS cost allocation for the PPEC is 100 percent which means that the
PPEC is the primary responsible party.

° Mission - Old Town 230-kV line.
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. Install SPS to drop some of the C1C2 generations to protect the Bernardo -
Feliciata Tap 69-kV line for Category C contingency. The SPS cost
allocation for the PPEC is 100 percent which means that the PPEC is the
primary responsible party.

o Cannon - San Luis Rey 138-kV line.

o Install SPS to trip the San Luis Rey 138/69-kV transformer bank to protect
the Cannon - San Luis Rey 138-kV line for the Category C contingency
outage on both of the Encina - San Luis Rey 230-kV line and the Encina -
San Luis Rey - Palomar 230-kV line. The SPS cost allocation for the PPEC
is 100 percent which means that the PPEC is the primary responsible party.

Under the Delivery Network Upgrades, the Phase Il Interconnection Study
recommends reconfiguration and reconductoring of the overloaded transmission
lines to allow for the full delivery of generation. The reconductoring of existing
transmission lines owned by SDG&E would be licensed by the California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC). Through the CPUC licensing process,
environmental impacts would be identified and, where necessary, mitigated.
Reconductoring would be a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the PPEC.
Staff's environmental analysis of the reconductoring activities is set forth in the
evidence. (Ex. 200, pp 5.5-22 — 5.5-60.)

° Reconfigure TL23041 and TL23042 at Miguel Substation

Reconfigure TL23041 and TL23042 at Miguel Substation and create two
230-kV lines connecting the Otay Mesa and Miguel Substations. The
interconnection between these two substations would require the installation
of a 600 foot long transmission line using 900 ACSS/AW overhead
conductor, steel poles, new 230-kV breakers, disconnect switches, relays
and other interconnection equipment. This reconfiguration will mitigate
Category A, B, and C overloads in the Otay Mesa area. The cost allocation
for the PPEC is approximately 85 percent which means that the PPEC is the
primary responsible party for this reconfiguration and that even if all the
other projects in the cluster were never built; the reconfiguration would likely
be required for the PPEC.

. Reconductor a portion of the Escondido - Palomar Energy #1 and #2 230-
kV lines and convert two existing 69-kV overhead lines to underground
cables.

Reconductor a 1,200 foot portion of Escondido - Palomar Energy #1 and #2
230-kV lines that are currently strung with 605 ACSS/AW conductor to 900
ACSS/AW conductor. The reconductoring would require installation of new
cross arms for a 230-kV pole.

Convert two existing 69-kV overhead lines which are currently located 60
feet east of the Escondido — Palomar Energy lines to two underground
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cables. The underground portion of the 69-kV cable is approximately 600
feet long south of the Escondido Substation.

The upgrades will mitigate Category B overloads. The cost allocation for the
PPEC is approximately 31 percent which means that the PPEC is partly
responsible for the upgrade.

. Reconductor Friars - Doublet Tap 138-kV line

Reconductor a 10,500 foot portion of the Friars - Doublet Tap 138-kV line
with 636 ACSR/AW conductor or a conductor with higher capacity. The
reconductoring will mitigate Category B overloads. The cost allocation for
the PPEC is approximately 70 percent which means that the PPEC is the
primary responsible party for this reconductoring and that even if all the
other projects in the cluster were never built; the reconductoring would likely
be required for the PPEC.

The C1C2 Phase Il Interconnection Study also identified transmission line
overloads to the SCE transmission system due to the addition of the C1C2
generation projects. The following Delivery Network Upgrades are recommended
for the SCE system.

. Loop Lugo — Mohave 500-kV line into Pisgah Substation

o Add series capacitor banks on Nipton — Pisgah and Mohave — Pisgah 500-
KV lines

e Add new Red Bulff — Valley 500-kV line
e Add new Colorado River — Red Bluff 500-kV line

The cost allocation of each upgrade listed above for the PPEC is approximately
from five percent to seven percent which means that the PPEC is not the primary
responsible party for these upgrades. We find that these upgrades should not be
considered a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the PPEC. (Ex. 200, pp.
5.5-6 - 5.5-9))

b. Transient Stability Analysis

Transient stability studies were conducted using the 2015 heavy summer and
2015 light load base cases to ensure that the transmission system remained in
operating equilibrium, as well as operating in a coordinated fashion, through
abnormal operating conditions after the C1C2 generation projects became
operational. Disturbance simulations were performed for a study period of 10
seconds for pre-C1C2 generation projects cases and 20 seconds for the post-
C1C2 generation project cases to determine whether the C1C2 generation
projects would create any system instability during line and generator outages.
The Transient Stability Study result indicated that the PPEC would not cause
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adverse impacts on the stable operation of the transmission system following the
selected Category “B” and Category “C” outages. (Ex. 200, p. 5.5-10.)

C. Short Circuit Analysis

Short Circuit studies were performed to determine the degree to which the
addition of the C1C2 generation projects increase fault duties at SDG&E’s
substations, adjacent utility substations, and the other 69-kV, 138-kV, 230-kV
and 500-kV busses within the study area. The fault duties were calculated with
and without the C1C2 generation projects to identify any equipment overstress
conditions. Buses electrically adjacent to C1C2 generation projects and their
short circuit duties are listed in Appendix A. The short circuit duties related just
to the PPEC are listed in Attachment 4. The short circuit initial study identified
that the C1C2 generation projects along with the PPEC plus the associated
delivery network upgrades will not cause any circuit breakers in the SDG&E
system to be overstressed. (Ex. 200, p. 5.5-10.)

The reconfiguration at the SDG&E Miguel 230 Substation would overstress
circuit breaker(s) in the Tijuana 230-kV bus in the Comision Federal de
Electricidad (CFE) system. The California ISO would coordinate with the CFE to
further analyze the impacted equipment and identify the required mitigation. (Id.)

Thus, we find that the System Impact Study indicates that the project
interconnection will comply with NERC/WECC planning standards.

3. Cumulative Impacts

Potential cumulative impacts on the transmission network are identified through
the utility generator interconnection process. This process analyzes not only the
impacts of the proposed project but also all other projects ahead of the studied
project in the generation interconnection queue.

The TSE analysis focuses on whether or not a proposed project will meet
required codes and standards. At all times the transmission grid must remain in
compliance with reliability standards, whether one project or many projects
interconnect. Potential cumulative impacts on the transmission network are
identified through the California ISO and utility generator interconnection
process. In cases where a significant number of proposed generation projects
could affect a particular portion of the transmission grid, the interconnecting utility
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or the California ISO can study the cluster of projects in order to identify the most
efficient means to interconnect all the proposed projects. (Ex. 200, p. 5.5-11.)

4, Compliance with LORS

The System Impact Study indicates that the project interconnection would comply
with NERC/WECC planning standards. For the reasons discussed above in this
analysis, we also find that the project will meet all applicable LORS with
implementation of the conditions of certification.

5. Public and Agency Comment

No comments were received on Transmission System Engineering.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The proposed PPEC interconnection facilities and their terminations will all be
adequate in accordance with NESC standards, GO-95 Rules, industry
standards, and good utility practices, and are acceptable according to the
engineering LORS identified in Appendix A.

2. The record includes a System Impact Study (SIS) which analyzes potential
reliability and congestion impacts that could occur when the PPEC project
interconnects to the grid.

3. The interconnection of the PPEC would cause new transmission line
overloads under normal and contingency conditions. These overloads would
be prevented by installation of SPS, reconfiguration of existing transmission
lines, and reconductoring overloaded transmission lines.

4. The interconnection of the PPEC and other generators included in the Phase
Il Interconnection Study would not result any overstressed breakers in the
SDG&E system. Other existing breakers are adequate to withstand the post
project incremental fault currents described in the Short Circuit Study.

5. The PPEC will meet the requirements and standards of all applicable LORS
upon compliance with the conditions of certification.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. With the implementation of the various mitigation measures specified in this
Decision, and the conditions of certification which follow, the proposed
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transmission interconnection for the PPEC project will not contribute to
significant adverse direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts.

The conditions of certification below ensure that the transmission-related
aspects of the PPEC project will be designed, constructed, and operated in
conformance with the applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards identified in the appropriate portion of Appendix A of this
Decision.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

TSE-

1  The project owner shall furnish to the CPM and to the CBO a schedule
of transmission facility design submittals, a Master Drawing List, a
Master Specifications List, and a Major Equipment and Structure List.
The schedule shall contain a description and list of proposed submittal
packages for design, calculations, and specifications for major
structures and equipment. To facilitate audits by Energy Commission
staff, the project owner shall provide designated packages to the CPM
when requested.

Verification: Prior to the start of construction, the project owner shall submit
the schedule, a Master Drawing List, and a Master Specifications List to the CBO
and to the CPM. The schedule shall contain a description and list of proposed
submittal packages for design, calculations, and specifications for major
structures and equipment listed below. Additions and deletions shall be made to
the table only with CPM and CBO approval. The project owner shall provide
schedule updates in the monthly compliance report.

HOONOOAWNE

—
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Breakers

Step-up transformer
Switchyard

Busses

Surge arrestors
Disconnects

Take-off facilities
Electrical control building
Transmission pole/tower
Grounding system

Before the start of construction, the project owner shall assign to the
project an electrical engineer and at least one of each of the following:
a) a civil engineer;

b) a geotechnical engineer or a civil engineer experienced and
knowledgeable in the practice of soils engineering;
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c) a design engineer who is either a structural engineer or a civil
engineer and fully competent and proficient in the design of power
plant structures and equipment supports; or

d) a mechanical engineer (Business and Professions Code sections
6704 et seq. require state registration to practice as either a civil
engineer or a structural engineer in California).

The tasks performed by the civil, mechanical, electrical, or design
engineers may be divided between two or more engineers as long as
each engineer is responsible for a particular segment of the project,
e.g., proposed earthwork, civil structures, power plant structures, or
equipment support. No segment of the project shall have more than
one responsible engineer. The transmission line may be the
responsibility of a separate California registered electrical engineer.
The civil, geotechnical, or civil and design engineer, assigned as
required by Facility Design Condition GEN-5, may be responsible for
design and review of the TSE facilities.

The project owner shall submit to the CBO, for review and approval,
the names, qualifications, and registration numbers of all engineers
assigned to the project. If any one of the designated engineers is
subsequently reassigned or replaced, the project owner shall submit
the name, qualifications, and registration number of the newly
assigned engineer to the CBO for review and approval. The project
owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO'’s approval of the new engineer.
This engineer shall be authorized to halt earth work and require
changes; if site conditions are unsafe or do not conform with the
predicted conditions used as the basis for design of earth work or
foundations.

The electrical engineer shall:

1. be responsible for the electrical design of the power plant
switchyard, outlet, and termination facilities; and

2. sign and stamp electrical design drawings, plans, specifications,
and calculations.

Verification: Prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall submit
to the CBO for review and approval the names, qualifications, and registration
numbers of all the responsible engineers assigned to the project. The project
owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s approvals of the engineers within five
days of the approval.

If the designated responsible engineer is subsequently reassigned or replaced,
the project owner has five days in which to submit the name, qualifications, and
registration number of the newly assigned engineer to the CBO for review and
approval. The project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s approval of the
new engineer within five days of the approval.
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TSE-3 If any discrepancy in design and/or construction is discovered in any
engineering work that has undergone CBO design review and
approval, the project owner shall document the discrepancy and
recommend corrective action (2001 California Building Code, chapter
1, section 108.4, approval required; chapter 17, section 1701.3, Duties
and Responsibilities of the Special Inspector; Appendix chapter 33,
section 3317.7, Notification of Noncompliance). The discrepancy
documentation shall become a controlled document and shall be
submitted to the CBO for review and approval and refer to this
condition of certification.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit a copy of the CBO’s approval or
disapproval of any corrective action taken to resolve a discrepancy to the CPM
within 15 days of receipt. If disapproved, the project owner shall advise the CPM,
within five days, the reason for the disapproval, along with the revised corrective
action required to obtain the CBO’s approval.

TSE-4  For the power plant switchyard, outlet line and termination, the project
owner shall not begin any construction until plans for that increment of
construction have been approved by the CBO. These plans, together
with design changes and design change notices, shall remain on the
site for one year after completion of construction. The project owner
shall request that the CBO inspect the installation to ensure
compliance with the requirements of applicable LORS. The following
activities shall be reported in the monthly compliance report:

A. receipt or delay of major electrical equipment;
B. testing or energization of major electrical equipment; and

C. the number of electrical drawings approved, submitted for approval,
and still to be submitted.

Verification: Prior to the start of each increment of construction, the project
owner shall submit to the CBO for review and approval the final design plans,
specifications and calculations for equipment and systems of the power plant
switchyard, and outlet line and termination, including a copy of the signed and
stamped statement from the responsible electrical engineer verifying compliance
with all applicable LORS, and send the CPM a copy of the transmittal letter in the
next monthly compliance report.

TSE-5 The project owner shall ensure that the design, construction, and
operation of the proposed transmission facilities will conform to all
applicable LORS, and the requirements listed below. The project
owner shall submit the required number of copies of the design
drawings and calculations, as determined by the CBO. Once approved,
the project owner shall inform the CPM and CBO of any anticipated
changes to the design, and shall submit a detailed description of the
proposed change and complete engineering, environmental, and
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economic rationale for the change to the CPM and CBO for review and
approval.

A. The power plant outlet line shall meet or exceed the electrical,
mechanical, civil, and structural requirements of CPUC General
Order 95 or National Electric Safety Code (NESC); Title 8 of the
California Code and Regulations (Title 8); Articles 35, 36 and 37 of
the High Voltage Electric Safety Orders, California ISO standards,
National Electric Code (NEC) and related industry standards.

B. Breakers and busses in the power plant switchyard and other
switchyards, where applicable, shall be sized to comply with a
short-circuit analysis.

C. Outlet line crossings and line parallels with transmission and
distribution facilities shall be coordinated with the transmission line
owner and comply with the owner’s standards.

D. The project conductors shall be sized to accommodate the full
output of the project.

E. Termination facilities shall comply with applicable SDG&E
interconnection standards.

F. The project owner shall provide to the CPM:

i) The Special Protection System (SPS) sequencing and timing if
applicable;

i) A letter stating that the mitigation measures or projects selected
by the transmission owners for each reliability criteria violation,
for which the project is responsible, are acceptable; and

iii) A copy of the executed LGIA signed by the California ISO and
the project owner and approved by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission.

Verification: Prior to the start of construction or start of modification of
transmission facilities, the project owner shall submit to the CBO for approval:

A. Design drawings, specifications, and calculations conforming with CPUC
General Order 95 or National Electric Safety Code (NESC); Title 8 of the
California Code and Regulations (Title 8); Articles 35, 36 and 37 of the High
Voltage Electric Safety Orders, CA ISO standards, National Electric Code
(NEC) and related industry standards, for the poles/towers, foundations,
anchor bolts, conductors, grounding systems, and major switchyard
equipment;

B. For each element of the transmission facilities identified above, the submittal
package to the CBO shall contain the design criteria, a discussion of the
calculation method(s), a sample calculation based on “worst case conditions™

! Worst-case conditions for the foundations would include for instance, a dead-end or angle pole.
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and a statement signed and sealed by the registered engineer in responsible
charge, or other acceptable alternative verification, that the transmission
element(s) will conform with CPUC General Order 95 or National Electric
Safety Code (NESC); Title 8 of the California Code and Regulations (Title 8);
Articles 35, 36 and 37 of the High Voltage Electric Safety Orders, California
ISO standards, National Electric Code (NEC), and related industry standards;

C. Electrical one-line diagrams signed and sealed by the registered professional
electrical engineer in charge, a route map, and an engineering description of
the equipment and configurations covered by requirements TSE-5 a) through

f);
D. The Special Protection System (SPS) sequencing and timing if applicable
shall be provided concurrently to the CPM.

E. A letter stating that the mitigation measures or projects selected by the
transmission owners for each reliability criteria violation, for which the project
is responsible, are acceptable,

F. A copy of the executed LGIA signed by the California 1ISO and the project
owner and approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

Prior to the start of construction or modification of transmission facilities, the
project owner shall inform the CBO and the CPM of any anticipated changes to
the design that are different from the design previously submitted and approved
and shall submit a detailed description of the proposed change and complete
engineering, environmental, and economic rationale for the change to the CPM
and CBO for review and approval.

TSE-6  The project owner shall provide the following notice to California 1SO
prior to synchronizing the facility with the California Transmission
system:

1. At least one week prior to synchronizing the facility with the grid for
testing, provide the California ISO a letter stating the proposed date
of synchronization; and

2. At least one business day prior to synchronizing the facility with the
grid for testing, provide telephone notification to the California ISO
Outage Coordination Department.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide copies of the California 1SO
letter to the CPM when it is sent to the California ISO one week prior to initial
synchronization with the grid. The project owner shall contact the California 1SO
Outage Coordination Department, Monday through Friday, between the hours of
0700 and 1530 at (916) 351-2300 at least one business day prior to
synchronizing the facility with the grid for testing. A report of conversation with
the California ISO shall be provided electronically to the CPM one day before
synchronizing the facility with the California transmission system for the first time.
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TSE-7 The project owner shall be responsible for the inspection of the
transmission facilities during and after project construction, and any
subsequent CPM and CBO approved changes thereto, to ensure
conformance with CPUC GO-95 or NESC, Title 8, California Code of
Regulations, Articles 35, 36 and 37 of the “High Voltage Electric Safety
Orders”, applicable interconnection standards, NEC and related
industry standards. In case of non-conformance, the project owner
shall inform the CPM and CBO in writing, within 10 days of discovering
such non-conformance and describe the corrective actions to be taken.

Verification:  Within 60 days after first synchronization of the project, the
project owner shall transmit to the CPM and CBO:

A. “As built” engineering description(s) and one-line drawings of the electrical
portion of the facilities signed and sealed by the registered electrical engineer
in responsible charge. A statement attesting to conformance with CPUC GO-
95 or NESC, Title 8, California Code of Regulations, Articles 35, 36 and 37 of
the “High Voltage Electric Safety Orders”, and applicable interconnection
standards, NEC, related industry standards.

B. An “as built” engineering description of the mechanical, structural, and civil
portion of the transmission facilities signed and sealed by the registered
engineer in responsible charge or acceptable alternative verification. “As built”
drawings of the electrical, mechanical, structural, and civil portion of the
transmission facilities shall be maintained at the power plant and made
available, if requested, for CPM audit as set forth in the “Compliance
Monitoring Plan.”

C. A summary of inspections of the completed transmission facilities, and
identification of any nonconforming work and corrective actions taken, signed
and sealed by the registered engineer in charge.

5.4-15
TSE



E. TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE

The project’s transmission lines must be constructed and operated in a manner
that protects environmental quality, assures public health and safety, and
complies with applicable law. This section summarizes the analysis of record
concerning the potential impacts of the transmission tie-line on aviation safety,
radio-frequency interference, audible noise, fire hazards, nuisance shocks,
hazardous shocks, and electromagnetic field exposure.

The following federal, state, and local laws and policies apply to the control of the
field and nonfield impacts of electric power lines. Staff's analysis examines the
project’'s compliance with these requirements as related to the two candidate
lines proposed.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS
TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE (TLSN) Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable LORS Description

Aviation Safety

Federal

Describes the criteria used to determine the need for a
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) “Notice of
Proposed Construction or Alteration” in cases of
potential obstruction hazards.

Title 14, Part 77 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR),”Objects Affecting
the Navigable Air Space”

FAA Advisory Circular No. 70/7460-
1G, “Proposed Construction and/or

Alteration of Objects that May Affect
the Navigation Space”

Addresses the need to file the “Notice of Proposed
Construction or Alteration” (Form 7640) with the FAA in
cases of potential for an obstruction hazard.

Describes the FAA standards for marking and lighting

FAA Advisory Circular 70/460-1G, objects that may pose a navigation hazard as
“Obstruction Marking and Lighting” established using the criteria in Title 14, Part 77 of the
CFR.

Interference with Radio Frequency Communication

Federal

Title 47, CFR, section 15.2524,
Federal Communications Commission
(FCC)

Prohibits operation of devices that can interfere with
radio-frequency communication.

State

Governs the construction and operation of power and
communications lines to prevent or mitigate
interference.

California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) General Order 52 (GO-52)
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Applicable LORS Description
Audible Noise
Local
County of San Diego Noise Establishes noise standards for the different land uses
Ordinances. in the county.

East Otay Mesa Specific Plan (Chapter
3, Land use Regulations).

Establishes exterior noise standards for receptors in
East Otay Mesa.

Hazardous and Nuisance Shocks

State

CPUC GO0-95, “Rules for Overhead
Electric Line Construction”

Governs clearance requirements to prevent hazardous
shocks, grounding techniques to minimize nuisance
shocks, and maintenance and inspection requirements.

CPUC GO 128. Rules for Construction
of Underground Electric Supply and
Communications Systems

Applies to the design construction of underground
transmission lines. Specifically establishes
requirements and minimum standards to be used for
the underground installation AC power and
communication circuits.

Title 8, California Code of Regulations
(CCR) section 2700 et seq. “High
Voltage Safety Orders”

Specifies requirements and minimum standards for
safely installing, operating, working around, and
maintaining electrical installations and equipment.

National Electrical Safety Code

Specifies grounding procedures to limit nuisance
shocks. Also specifies minimum conductor ground
clearances.

Industry Standards

Institute of Electrical and Electronics
Engineers (IEEE) 1119, “IEEE Guide
for Fence Safety Clearances in
Electric-Supply Stations”

Specifies the guidelines for grounding-related practices
within the right-of-way and substations.

Electric and Magnetic Fields

State

CPUC GO0-131-D, "Rules for Planning
and Construction of Electric
Generation Line and Substation
Facilities in California”

Specifies application and noticing requirements for new
line construction including EMF reduction.

CPUC Decision 93-11-013

Specifies CPUC requirements for reducing power
frequency electric and magnetic fields.

Industry Standards

American National Standards Institute
(ANSI/IEEE) 644-1944 Standard
Procedures for Measurement of Power
Frequency Electric and Magnetic
Fields from AC Power Lines

Specifies standard procedures for measuring electric
and magnetic fields from an operating electric line.
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Applicable LORS Description

Fire Hazards

State

14 CCR sections 1250-1258, “Fire Provides specific exemptions from electric pole and
Prevention Standards for Electric tower firebreak and conductor clearance standards and
Utilities” specifies when and where standards apply.

(Ex. 200, pp. 4.11-1 — 4.11-3.)
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE

The Pio Pico Energy Center (PPEC) will be located on a disturbed and
development-prepared land parcel in Otay Mesa, an unincorporated area of San
Diego County. The project site is a 10-acre lot in the southeast corner of the Alta
Road and Calzada de la Fuente intersection. The generated power would be
transmitted to the San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) power grid through the
existing 230-kV SDG&E Otay Mesa switchyard located approximately 1,800 feet
east of the project site. This power transmission will be made with a 230-kV line
to be located within one of two candidate routes identified respectively by the
Applicant as Route A and Route B. (Exs. 1, p 5.9-2; 200, p. 4.11-3.)

Route A would begin from PPEC’s on-site switchyard and run along the Calzada
de la Fuente to its connection point within the Otay Mesa switchyard. The first
1,700 feet would be located overhead while the last 400 feet would be located
underground making for a total of 2,100 feet. Route B would begin from the
PPEC switchyard and run along the eastern edge of the site, proceeding 550 feet
and then turning east for 1,400 feet and finally turning north for approximately
700 feet into the Otay Mesa switchyard. The entire line would be located
overhead throughout this 2,650-foot route. (Ex. 200, pp. 4.11-3 - 4.11-4.)

The area around PPEC and the two candidate line routes is zoned for light and
heavy industrial uses and habitat conservation. There are a few rural residences
the nearest of which are approximately 4,700 feet to the southwest. Either of the
proposed routes would allow for an 80-foot right-of-way placing each line away
from areas of possible human habitation. The absence of residences in the
immediate vicinity means that there would not be the types of residential field
exposure at the root of the health concern of recent years. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-4.)
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The Line A alternative would consist of the following segments and structures:

e The 1,700-foot overhead portion stretching from the PPEC on-site
switchyard to the point where the remaining 400-foot portion would be
undergrounded to the connecting points within the 230-kV SDG&E Otay
Mesa switchyard; and

. 65-foot and 90-foot steel monopole support structures for the conductors in
the overhead section and the underground 230-kV duct bank for the
underground section. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-4.)

The Line B Alternative would consist of the following:

. The 2,650-foot overhead segment stretching from the PPEC on-site
switchyard to the connecting point within the Otay Mesa switchyard; and

e  The 90-foot support structures for the line’s conductors. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-4.)

Either of the two candidate lines would be owned, operated, and maintained by
the Applicant according to SDG&E guidelines that ensure line safety, efficiency,
reliability and maintainability. The Applicant has provided the design and
structural dimensions of the proposed line structures as related to safety,
reliability, and field reduction. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-4.)

1. Potential Impacts

Laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) have been established to
ensure that transmission line impacts are below levels of potential significance.
As summarized below, the record shows that the project will comply with all
applicable LORS and, therefore, any transmission line-related safety and
nuisance impacts will not be significant. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-4.)

a. Aviation Safety

Any potential hazard to area aircraft would relate to the potential for collision in
the navigable airspace. As noted by the Applicant, regulations require FAA
notification in cases of structures over 200 feet from the ground. Notification is
also required if the structure is to be below 200 feet in height but would be
located within the restricted airspace in the approaches to public or military
airports. For airports with runways longer than 3,200 feet, the restricted space is
defined by the FAA as an area extending 20,000 feet (3.98 miles) from the
runway, with no obstructing structures for whom the ratio of distance from runway
to height is greater than 100:1. For airports with runways of 3,200 feet or less,
the restricted airspace would be an area that extends 10,000 feet from this
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runway. For heliports, the restricted space is an area extending 5,000 feet. (EXs.
1, p. 3-52; 200, p. 4.11-5.)

The nearest airports to the PPEC site and either of the two possible lines are
Brown Field approximately two miles away and Tijuana’s Rodriguez International,
approximately three miles away. Both are too far away for any of the lines’
identified structures to pose a significant obstruction risk to area aircraft. These
structures (which are the line supports with a maximum height of 90 feet) would
be of a height far below the 200-foot FAA threshold for concern over collision
with area aircraft. There are no heliports in the area. Thus, we find that neither of
the two proposed transmission line routes will pose an aviation hazard to
helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-5.)

b. Interference with Radio-Frequency Communication

Transmission line-related radio-frequency interference is one of the indirect
effects of overhead line operation and is produced by the physical interactions of
line electric fields. Since electric fields cannot penetrate the soil and most
materials, the discussed electric field effects would not occur in any underground
segment. These electric field-related interferences are due to the radio noise
produced by the action of the electric fields on the surface of the energized
conductor. The process involved is known as “corona discharge,” but is referred
to as “spark gap electric discharge” when it occurs within gaps between the
conductor and insulators or metal fittings. When generated, such noise manifests
itself as perceivable interference with radio or television signal reception or
interference with other forms of radio communication. Since the level of
interference depends on factors such as line voltage, distance from the line to the
receiving device, orientation of the antenna, signal level, line configuration, and
weather conditions, maximum interference levels are not specified as design
criteria for modern overhead transmission lines. The level of any such
interference usually depends on the magnitude of the electric fields involved and
the distance from the line. The potential for such impacts and related complaints
is therefore minimized by reducing the line electric fields and locating the line
away from inhabited areas. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-5.)

Both of the transmission line routes will be built and maintained according to
SDG&E practices that minimize surface irregularities and discontinuities.
Moreover, the potential for such corona-related interference is usually of concern
for lines of 345-kV and above, and not the 230-kV line proposed. The proposed
low-corona designs are used for all SDG&E lines of similar voltage rating to
reduce surface-field strengths and the related potential for corona effects.
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Moreover, the lines will be located away from area residences making it unlikely
that there will be complaints from radio-frequency interference. Therefore we will
not require any related conditions of certification. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-6.)

c. Audible Noise

The noise-reducing designs for low-intensity electric fields are not specifically
mandated by federal or state regulations in terms of specific noise limits. As with
radio noise, such noise is limited instead through design, construction, or
maintenance practices established from industry research and experience as
effective without significant impacts on line safety, efficiency, maintainability, and
reliability. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-6.)

Audible noise usually results from the action of the electric field at the surface of
the line conductor and could be perceived as a characteristic crackling, frying, or
hissing sound or hum, especially in wet weather. Since the noise level depends
on the strength of the line electric field, the potential for perception around an
overhead line can be assessed from estimates of the field strengths expected
during operation. Such noise is usually generated during rainfall, but mainly from
overhead lines of 345-kV or higher. It is, therefore, not generally expected at
significant levels from lines of less than 345-kV as proposed for PPEC. Since the
low-corona designs are also aimed at minimizing field strengths the evidence
does not show that the transmission line operation will add significantly to current
background noise levels in the project area. For an assessment of the noise from
the proposed line and related facilities, please refer to the Noise and Vibration
section of this Decision. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-6.)

d. Fire Hazards

The fire hazards addressed through the related LORS are those that could be
caused by sparks from conductors of overhead lines, or that could result from
direct contact between the line and nearby trees and other combustible objects.

Standard fire prevention and suppression measures for similar SDG&E lines will
be implemented for the chosen line. The Applicant’s intention to ensure
compliance with the clearance-related aspects of GO-95 is an important part of
this mitigation approach. Condition of Certification TLSN-3 will ensure
compliance with important aspects of the fire prevention measures. (Ex. 200, p.
4.11-6.)
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e. Hazardous Shocks

Hazardous shocks are those that could result from direct or indirect contact
between an individual and the energized line, whether overhead or underground.
Such shocks are capable of serious physiological harm or death and remain a
driving force in the design and operation of transmission and other high-voltage
lines. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-6.)

No design-specific federal regulations have been established to prevent
hazardous shocks from overhead or underground power lines. Safety is assured
within the industry from compliance with the requirements specifying the
minimum national safe operating clearances applicable in areas where the line
might be accessible to the public. The Applicant’s intention to implement the GO-
95- and GO-128-related measures against direct contact with the energized line
will minimize the risk of hazardous shocks for the chosen line as located
overhead or underground. Condition of Certification TLSN-1 will ensure
implementation of the necessary mitigation measures. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-6.)

f. Nuisance Shocks

Nuisance shocks, which are caused by current flow, primarily result from direct
contact with metal objects electrically charged by fields from the energized line.
These shocks are generally incapable of causing significant physiological harm.
(Ex. 200, p. 4.11-7.)

As with hazardous shocks, there are no design-specific federal or state
regulations to limit transmission line-related nuisance shocks. But, as the
evidence shows, these shocks are effectively minimized for modern overhead
high-voltage lines through standard grounding procedures. The procedures are
set forth in the National Electrical Safety Code (NESC) and in guidelines jointly
promulgated by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) and the
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE). (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-7.)

The project owner’'s compliance with these procedures as required by Condition
of Certification TLSN-5 will minimize the potential for nuisance shocks. TLSN-5
specifically requires the project owner to ensure that all permanent metallic
objects within the right-of-way of the project-related lines are grounded according
to industry standards. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-7.)
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g. Electric and Magnetic Field Exposure

Possible adverse health effects from exposure to electric and magnetic fields
(EMF) raise public health concerns about people living near high-voltage lines.
However, there is no clear evidence establishing that EMF fields pose a
significant health hazard to exposed humans. Indeed, even the short-term
exposures of plant workers, regulatory inspectors, maintenance personnel, and
individuals in the immediate vicinity of lines, are not significantly related to the
above-stated health concern. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-7.)

Even though there is considerable uncertainty about EMF health effects, current
policies and practices are informed by the available information showing that:

e Any exposure-related health risk to the exposed individual will likely be
small.

e The most biologically significant types of exposures have not been
established.

. Most health concerns are about the magnetic field.

e The measures employed for such field reduction can affect line safety,
reliability, efficiency, and maintainability, depending on the type and extent
of such measures. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-7.)

The CPUC regulates the installation and operation of high-voltage lines and has
determined that only no-cost or low-cost measures are justified in any effort to
reduce power line fields to address EMF-related health concerns, and that these
measures should be should be made only in connection with new or modified
lines. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-8.) In this regard, the CPUC requires each utility within its
jurisdiction to establish EMF-reducing measures and incorporate them into the
design of new or modified powerlines for each service area. The only project-
related EMF exposures of potential significance are the short-term exposures of
plant workers, regulatory inspectors, maintenance personnel, visitors, or
individuals in the vicinity of the lines. These types of exposures are short term
and well understood as not significantly related to the health concern. Designing
the PPEC project lines according to existing SDG&E field strength-reducing
guidelines would constitute compliance with the CPUC requirements for line field
management. (Ex. 200, p. 4.11-9.)

The strengths of the line fields along the two transmission line routes would
depend on the effectiveness of the field-reducing measures incorporated into
their designs for the overhead segment. These fields should be of the same
intensity as SDG&E lines of the same construction, voltage and current-carrying
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capacity. The requirements in Condition of Certification TLSN-2 for field strength
measurements are intended to validate the Applicant’'s assumed minimization
efficiency for the overhead line. For the underground segment, undergrounding
by itself would yield the magnetic fields of the lowest intensity possible (without
affecting safety, reliability, and efficiency) since undergrounding allows for the
closest conductor spacing and field strength cancellation possible. (Ex. 200, p.
4.11-10.)

2. Cumulative Impacts

When field intensities are measured or calculated for a specific location, they
reflect the interactive, and therefore, cumulative effects of fields from all
contributing conductors. This interaction could be additive or subtractive
depending on prevailing conditions. Since either of the proposed candidate
project transmission lines will be designed and erected according to applicable
field-reducing SDG&E guidelines as currently required by the CPUC for effective
field management, any contribution to cumulative area exposures will be at levels
expected for SDG&E lines of similar voltage and current-carrying capacity. It is
this similarity in intensity that constitutes compliance with current CPUC
requirements on EMF management. The actual field strengths and contribution
levels for the chosen line will be assessed from the results of the field strength
measurements specified in Condition of Certification TLSN-2.

With implementation of the conditions of certification, any potential cumulative
impacts would be less than significant.

FINDINGS OF FACT
Based on the evidence, we find that:

1. PPEC power transmission will be made with a 230-kV line to be located
within one of two possible transmission routes identified in the record as
Route A and Route B.

2. Route A would begin from PPEC’s on-site switchyard and run along the
Calzada de la Fuente to its connection point within the Otay Mesa
switchyard. The first 1,700 feet would be located overhead while the last
400 feet would be located underground making for a total of 2,100 feet.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Route B would begin from the PPEC switchyard and run along the eastern
edge of the site, proceeding 550 feet and then turning east for 1,400 feet
and finally turning north for approximately 700 feet into the Otay Mesa
switchyard.

The absence of residences in the immediate vicinity means that there
would not be the types of residential field exposure at the root of the
health concern of recent years.

Either of the two candidate lines would be owned, operated, and
maintained by the Applicant according to SDG&E guidelines that ensure
line safety, efficiency, reliability and maintainability.

Neither the project location nor the proposed related line route alternatives
nor line supports poses a significant aviation hazard.

The PPEC project will comply with all applicable LORS and, therefore, any
transmission line-related safety and nuisance impacts will not be
significant.

Building and maintaining the project’s lines in accordance with standard
SDG&E practices minimizes the potential for corona noise and its related
interference with radio-frequency communication.

The transmission line operation will not add significantly to current
background noise levels in the project area.

The potential for hazardous shocks will be minimized with compliance with
the height and clearance requirements of CPUC General Order 95.

There are no potential fire hazards associated with the project’s
transmission lines, however, compliance with Title 14, California Code of
Regulations, section 1250, will minimize possible fire hazards.

The potential for nuisance shocks will be minimized through grounding
and other field-reducing measures performed in accordance with TID
guidelines.

Long-term electromagnetic field exposure is insignificant in this case
because of the general absence of residences along the proposed route.

On-site worker or public exposure will be short-term and at levels
expected for lines of similar design and current-carrying capacity. This
type of exposure has not been established as posing a significant human
health hazard.
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15. The conditions of certification reasonably ensure that the project’s
transmission lines will not have significant direct, indirect, or cumulative
adverse environmental impacts on public health and safety, nor cause
impacts in terms of aviation safety, radio/TV communication interference,
audible noise, fire hazards, nuisance or hazardous shocks, or
electromagnetic field exposure.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

We therefore conclude that, with implementation of the conditions of certification
below, the project will conform to all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards relating to Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance as identified in
the pertinent portion of APPENDIX A of this Decision.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

TLSN-1 The project owner shall construct the chosen 230-kV transmission line
according to the requirements of California Public Utility Commission’s
GO-95, GO-52, GO-131-D, Title 8, and Group 2, High Voltage Electrical
Safety Orders, sections 2700 through 2974 of the California Code of
Regulations, GO-128 (in the case of any underground segment), and
SDG&E’s EMF-reduction guidelines.

Verification: At least 30 days before starting the upgrade of the transmission
line or related structures and facilities, the project owner shall submit to the
Compliance Project Manager (CPM) a letter signed by a California registered
electrical engineer affirming that the lines will be constructed according to the
requirements stated in the condition.

TLSN-2 The project owner shall use a qualified individual to measure the
strengths of the electric and magnetic fields from the chosen line at the
points of maximum intensity along its route. The measurements shall be
made after energization according to the American National Standard
Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (ANSI/IEEE)
standard procedures. These measurements shall be completed no later
than six months after the start of operations.

Verification: The project owner shall file copies of the post-energization
measurements with the CPM within 60 days after completion of the
measurements.

TLSN-3 The project owner shall ensure that the rights-of-way of the proposed
transmission lines are kept free of combustible material, as required
under the provisions of Section 4292 of the Public Resources Code and
Section 1250 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations.
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Verification: During the first five years of plant operation, the project owner
shall provide a summary of inspection results and any fire prevention activities
carried out along the right-of-way of each line and provide such summaries in the
Annual Compliance Report.

TLSN-4 The project owner shall ensure that all permanent metallic objects within
the right-of-way of each of the chosen project line are grounded
according to industry standards.

Verification: At least 30 days before the lines are energized, the project
owner shall transmit to the CPM a letter confirming compliance with this
condition.
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VI. PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

Operation of the Pio Pico Energy Center (PPEC) will create combustion products
and utilize certain hazardous materials that pose health risks to the general
public and to the workers at the facility. The following discusses the regulatory
programs, standards, protocols, and analyses pertaining to these issues.

A. GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) EMISSIONS
1. Introduction and Summary

GHG emissions are not criteria pollutants; they are discussed in the context of
cumulative impacts. In December 2009, the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) declared that greenhouse gases (GHGs) threaten the public
health and welfare of the American people (the so-called “endangerment
finding”), and this became effective on January 14, 2010. Regulating GHGs at
the federal level is required by Prevention of Significant Deterioration Program
(PSD) for sources that exceed 100,000 tons per year of carbon dioxide-
equivalent emissions.

Federal rules that became effective December 29, 2009 (40 CFR 98) require
federal reporting of GHGs. As federal rulemaking evolves, Staff at this time
focuses on analyzing the ability of the project to comply with existing federal- and
state-level policies and programs for GHGs. The State has demonstrated a clear
willingness to address global climate change though research, adaptation®, and
GHG inventory reductions. In that context, Staff evaluates the GHG emissions
from the proposed project, presents information on GHG emissions related to
electricity generation, and describes the applicable GHG standards and
requirements. (Ex. 200, p. 4.1-75.)

The GHG'’s consist of carbon dioxide (COy), nitrous oxide (N2O), methane (CHy),
sulfur hexafluoride (SFg), hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), and perflurocarbons (PFC).
CO, emissions are far and away the most common of these emissions. As a
result, even though the other GHGs have a greater impact on climate change on
a per-unit basis, GHG emissions are often expressed in terms of “metric tons of
COz-equivalent” (MTCO.e) for simplicity. (Ex. 200, p 4.1-75.)

! While working to understand and reverse global climate change, it is prudent to also adapt to its
effects such as sea level rise and changing rainfall patterns.
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There is general scientific consensus that climate change is occurring and that
man-made emissions of GHG, if not sufficiently curtailed, are likely to contribute
further to continued increases in global temperatures. Adding GHG to the
atmosphere increases the insulating power of the air and thereby traps more
heat at and near the earth’s surface. The California Legislature has declared that
“[g]lobal warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public
health, natural resources, and the environment of California.” (Ex. 200, p. 4.1-
76.)

In this part of the Decision we determine that:

e The PPEC construction-produced GHG emissions will be insignificant;

e From a physical standpoint, the GHG emissions from a power plant's
operation should be assessed not by treating the plant as a standalone facility
operating in a vacuum, but rather in the context of the operation of the entire
electricity system of which the plant is an integrated part;

e From a policy and regulatory standpoint, the GHG emissions from a power
plant’s operation should be assessed in the context of the state’s GHG laws
and policies, such as AB 32; and

e The PPEC’s operation will be consistent with the state’s GHG policies and will
help achieve the state’s GHG goals, by (1) causing a decrease in overall
electricity system GHG emissions; and (2) fostering the addition of renewable
generation into the system, which will further reduce system GHG emissions.

As a result we find that the PPEC's GHG emissions will comply with all
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) identified below
in Greenhouse Gas Table 1 and will not result in any significant environmental
impacts. We also find that the project is consistent with California’s ambitious
GHG goals and policies.

2. Policy and Regulatory Framework

As the Legislature stated 35 years ago, “it is the responsibility of state
government to ensure that a reliable supply of electrical energy is maintained at a
level consistent with the need for such energy for protection of public health and
safety, for promotion of the general welfare, and for environmental quality
protection.” (Pub. Resources Code, 8 25001.) Today, as a result of legislation,
the most recent aspect of “environmental quality protection” is the reduction of
GHG emissions. Several laws and statements of policy are applicable as shown
in Greenhouse Gas Table 1 below.
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Greenhouse Gas Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable Law Description

Federal

40 Code of Federal This rule “tailors” GHG emissions to PSD and Title V permitting

Regulations (CFR) Parts 51, | applicability criteria.

52,70 and 71

40 Code of Federal A new stationary source that emits more than 100,000 TPY of

Regulations (CFR) Parts 51 | greenhouse gases (GHGS) is also considered to be a major

and 52 stationary source subject to Prevention of Significant
Determination (PSD) requirements.

40 Code of Federal This rule requires mandatory reporting of GHG emissions for

Regulations (CFR) Part 98 facilities that emit more than 25,000 metric tons of CO, equivalent
emissions per year.

State

This act requires the California Air Resource Board (ARB) to
enact standards that will reduce GHG emission to 1990 levels by
2020. Electricity production facilities will be regulated by the ARB.
A cap-and-trade program is being developed to achieve
approximately 20 percent of the GHG reductions expected by
2020.

California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, AB 32
(Stats. 2006; Chapter 488;
Health and Safety Code
sections 38500 et seq.)

Title 20, California Code of The regulations prohibit utilities from entering into long-term
Regulations, Section 2900 et | contracts with any base load facility that does not meet a

seq.; CPUC Decision greenhouse gas emission standard of 0.5 metric tonnes carbon
D0701039 in proceeding dioxide per megawatt-hour (0.5 MTCO,/MWh) or 1,100 pounds
R0604009 carbon dioxide per megawatt-hour (1,100 lbs CO,/MWh).
Local

This rule, currently under development by the San Diego Air
Pollution Control District, would implement at the local level
Prevention of Significant Deterioration requirements. It was
Rule 20.3.1 adopted April 4, 2012 but is not yet in effect because it has not yet
been approved by ARB or the US EPA. Once these additional
steps are completed, PSD review will be conducted at the local
level and results will be in the Determination of Compliance.

In addition, California is involved in the Western Climate Initiative, a multi-state
and international effort to establish a cap-and-trade market to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions in the Western United States and the Western Electricity
Coordinating Council (WECC). The timelines for the implementation of this
program are similar to those of AB 32, with full roll-out beginning in 2012. And as
with AB 32, the electricity sector has been a major focus of attention.

PPEC would be required to participate in California’s greenhouse gas cap-and-
trade program once the program begins to operate. This cap-and-trade program
is part of a broad effort by the State of California to reduce GHG emissions as
required by AB32, which is being implemented by the Air Resources Board
(ARB). As currently proposed, market participants such as PPEC will be required
to report their GHG emissions and to obtain GHG emissions allowances (and
offsets) for those reported emissions by purchasing allowances from the capped
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market and offsets from outside the AB32 program. As new participants enter the
market, and the market cap is ratcheted down over time, GHG emission
allowance and offset prices will increase, encouraging innovation by market
participants to reduce their GHG emissions. Thus, PPEC as a GHG cap and
trade participant would be consistent with California’s landmark AB32 Program,
which is intended to reduce California’'s GHG emissions down to 1990 levels by
2020.

In 2003 the Energy Commission and the CPUC agreed on a “loading order” for
meeting electricity needs: the first resources that should be added are energy
efficiency and demand response (at the maximum level that is feasible and cost-
effective); followed by renewables and distributed generation, and combined heat
and power (also known as cogeneration); and finally efficient fossil sources and
infrastructure development. (California Energy Commission 2008, 2008
Integrated Energy Policy Report Update, (IEPR) (CEC-100-2008-008-CMF).)
CARB’s AB 32 Scoping Plan reflects these policy preferences. (California Air
Resources Board, Climate Change Scoping Plan, December 2008.)

Implementation of the state and Energy Commission policies discussed above
should result in increasing availability and flexibility of renewable generation.
Gas-fired power plants such as PPEC currently play a vital role in advancing the
state’s climate and energy goals by displacing less-efficient generation resources
and facilitating the integration of renewables into the system. However, as the
Energy Commission observed in its recent decision on the Avenal Energy Plant
project (08-AFC-1)?, the ability of gas-fired generation to contribute to the State’s
climate and energy goals is limited. The availability of renewable generation will
increase as new projects are licensed and built and the technology develops.
Efficiency and conservation measures have already had a substantial impact on
California’s energy consumption, and new measures continue to be
implemented. We therefore expect that the proportion of gas generation in the
state’s generation mix will gradually diminish. Accordingly, we must evaluate the
consistency of each proposed gas-fired power plant with these policies in order
to ensure that we license only those plants which will help to reduce GHG.

In the Avenal Decision, the Energy Commission established a three-part test to
aid in its analysis of a proposed gas-fired plant’s ability to advance the goals and
policies described above. Gas-fired plants must:

2 California Energy Commission, 2009 Final Commission Decision for the Avenal Energy Plant
(CEC-800-2009-006-CMF, December 2009).
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1. not increase the overall system heat rate for natural gas plants;

2. not interfere with generation from existing renewable facilities nor with the
integration of new renewable generation; and

3. reduce system-wide GHG emissions and support the goals and policies of
AB32.

We now turn to a discussion of whether, and how well, the PPEC project would
comply with the above-stated policies.

3. Construction Emissions

Power plant construction involves vehicles and other equipment that emit GHG.
The PPEC’s construction emissions are projected at 1026 metric tons of CO.-
equivalent GHG during the 16-month construction period as shown below in
Green House Gas Table 2 below.

Greenhouse Gas Table 2
PPEC, Estimated Potential Construction
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (16 months)

Construction Source Fuel Construction-Phase GHG Emissions (Metric Tons)
CO, CH, N,O COzeq

Off-road Fuel Use Diesel 636 2.61E-02 5.22E-03

Worker Travel Gasoline | 307 1.30E-02 2.60E-03

Truck Deliveries Diesel 81 3.34E-03 6.68E-04

Construction Total 1,023 4,24E-02 5.49E-03 1,026

(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-80.)
Notes: a. One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms.

The evidence shows that the small GHG emission increases from construction
activities would not be significant for several reasons. First, the period of
construction will be short-term and the emissions intermittent during that period,
not ongoing during the life of the project. Additionally, implementation of control
measures to address criteria pollutant emissions, such as limiting idling times
and requiring, as appropriate, equipment that meets the latest criteria pollutant
emissions standards, would further minimize greenhouse gas emissions to the
extent feasible. The use of newer equipment will increase efficiency and reduce
GHG emissions and be compatible with low-carbon fuel (e.g., bio-diesel and
ethanol) mandates that will likely be part of future ARB regulations to reduce
GHG from construction vehicles and equipment.

We find that such measures directly and indirectly limit the emission of GHGs
during the construction of the PPEC project and are in accordance with current
best practices. We also note that the GHG emissions anticipated from
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construction are minimal compared with anticipated operational emissions. GHG
emissions will be intermittent and mitigated during that time due to the
implementation of the best practices incorporated into Air Quality Condition of
Certification AQ-SC5. We therefore find that the GHG emissions from short-term
construction activities will not result in a significant adverse impact.

4. Operations Emissions

The primary sources of GHG emissions during the PPEC’s operation will be from
the three General Electric (GE) LMS100 natural gas-fired combustion turbines. In
operation, the project is expected to produce 621,500 metric tonnes of CO,
equivalent annually if operated at its maximum permitted level. The CO,
emissions result from a project capacity factor of 46 percent, well below the
trigger for the SB1368 Emission Performance Standard of 60 percent capacity
factor. Regardless, the new PPEC facility would emit at 0.477 MTCO,/MWh,
which could meet the SB1368 Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance Standard
of 0.500 MTCO,/MWh, if it applied.

Greenhouse Gas Table 3
PPEC, Estimated Potential Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions

Operational GHG
Emissions Source (All CTGs operating at 46% capacity factor) Emissions
(MTCO,E/yr)®

CTGs CO, 621,000
CTGs CH,4 222
CTGs N,O 364
CTGs SFs <1
Total Project GHG Emissions (MTCO,E/yr) 621,500
Estimated Annual Energy Output (MWh/yr) ° 1,301,000
Estimated Annualized GHG Performance (MTCO,/MWh) 0.477

(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-81.)
Notes: a. One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms.
b. Annualized basis uses the project owner’'s assumed maximum permitted operating
basis.

The process of electricity generation, production, and consumption is unique
compared to other industrial projects. As a result, assessing the GHG impacts of
power plants requires an approach that is different from the approach taken to
analyze any other type of project, whether the analysis is scientific or legal.

In general, when an agency conducts a CEQA analysis of a project such as a
proposed factory, shopping mall, or residential subdivision, it does not need to
analyze how the operation of the proposed project will affect the larger system or
group of factories, malls, or houses in a large multistate region. Rather, such
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projects are generally analyzed and evaluated on a stand-alone basis. The
analysis and evaluation for power plants is, by necessity, different.

California’s electricity system — which is actually a system serving the entire
western region of the U.S., Canada, and Mexico — is large and complex.
Hundreds of power plants, thousands of miles of transmission and distribution
lines, and millions of points of electricity demand operate in an interconnected,
integrated, and simultaneous fashion. Because the system is integrated, and
because electricity is produced and consumed instantaneously, and will be
unless and until large-scale electricity storage technologies are available, any
change in demand and, most important for this analysis, any change in output
from any generation source, is likely to affect the output from all generators.
(Committee CEQA Guidance (Committee Guidance on Fulfilling California
Environmental Quality Act Responsibilities for Greenhouse Gas Impacts in
Power Plant Siting Applications), CEC-700-2009-004.)°

The California Independent System Operator (California 1SO) is responsible for
operating the system so that it provides power reliably and at the lowest cost.
Thus, the California ISO dispatches generating facilities generally in order of
cheapest to operate (i.e., typically the most efficient) to most expensive (i.e.,
typically the least efficient). (Id.) Because operating cost is correlated with heat
rate (the amount of fuel that it takes to generate a unit of electricity), and, in turn,
heat rate is directly correlated with emissions (including GHG emissions), when
one power plant runs, it usually will take the place of another facility with higher
emissions that otherwise would have operated. (Committee CEQA Guidance,
2007 IEPR.)

In sum, the unique way power plants operate in an integrated system means that
we must assess their operational GHG emissions on a system-wide basis rather
than on a stand-alone basis.

We now turn to the specifics of the project’s operation.
a. PPEC's Effects on the Electricity System

i. Providing Capacity and Ancillary Services

As a generation facility in the California 1SO-defined San Diego local capacity
area (LCA), the PPEC will provide local reliability services.

® The report was issued in March 2009 and is found on the Commission website at:

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-700-2009-004/CEC-700-2009-004.PDF.
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In addition to system-wide needs for capacity to meet reserve margin
requirements and possibly integrate intermittent renewable resources, the
California 1ISO has defined numerous transmission-constrained LCAs and sub-
areas in which threshold amounts of dependable capacity are needed to reliably
serve load. The needed amounts are determined annually and presented by the
California 1SO in their Local Capacity Technical Analysis. The PPEC would
contribute 300 MW of local capacity to the San Diego LCA,* obviating the need
for 300 MW of older, less efficient local capacity (e.g., units at Encina). This older
capacity is no longer needed for local reliability and, if unprofitable and not
needed for system-wide reliability, can now retire.

Local reliability requires generation by local resources. Under higher load
conditions, a share of local capacity must be synchronous to the grid or available
within a few minutes. For example, the 2012 Local Capacity Technical Analysis
indicates a local capacity requirement for San Diego of 2,849 MW, based on a
peak demand forecast of 4,844 MW.> At loads of 3,500 MW in the San Diego
LCA, some 1,500 MW of generation capacity thus needs to be synchronous to
the grid or available on a few minute’s notice. This requires that some share of
the 1,500 MW be generating electricity, as there are not 1,500 MW of capacity in
the San Diego LCA capable of providing energy on such notice. In addition,
reliable service in the San Diego LCA requires that a minimum share of the
area’s load be met with local generation.®

The number of hours per year that the PPEC would be required to operate in
support of local reliability needs is not known. When called upon to do so,
however, it would displace a less-efficient resource, reducing GHG emissions
resulting from relying on the latter. The units at Encina, for example, have full
load heat rates in excess of 10,000 Btu/kWh, minimum load heat rates above
12,000 Btu/kWh, and require several hours to start up, requiring that they be left
on at minimum load overnight when needed for local reliability. The PPEC would
be a much lower-cost and lower-GHG provider of local reliability services as it
could remain off-line until needed and then provide energy more efficiently (i.e.,
at a lower heat rate).

* SDG&E’s application asserts that the PPEC is needed to meet long-run local capacity
requirements in the San Diego LRA; parties protesting the application contend that the local
capacity provided by the PPEC is not needed.

® This figure includes 74 MW of losses.

®1SO Operating Procedure 7810; the details of this operating procedure are market-sensitive and
thus confidential.
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ii. Displacement of More-Costly, Less-Efficient, and Higher-Emitting Power
Plants

It is reasonable to assume that the PPEC will be dispatched (called upon to
generate electricity) whenever it is a cheaper source of energy than an
alternative; i.e., that it will displace a more expensive resource, if not the most
expensive resource that would otherwise be called upon to operate.’

The costs of dispatching a power plant are largely the costs of fuel, plus variable
operations and maintenance (O&M) costs, with the former representing the lion’s
share of such costs (90 percent or more).® It follows that the PPEC will be
dispatched when it burns less fuel per MWh than the resource(s) it displaces, i.e.,
when it produces fewer GHG emissions. There are exceptions in theory, but not
in practice:

e |If a plant’s variable O&M costs are so low as to offset the costs associated
with its greater fuel combustion, a less efficient (higher GHG emission) plant
may be dispatched first. There is no indication that the PPEC’s variable O&M
costs are unusually low and that it would be dispatched before a more
efficient facility.

e |If a natural gas-fired plant’s per-mmBtu fuel costs are very low, it may be less
efficient (higher GHG emission) but still be dispatched first. Natural gas costs
in California, however, and in San Diego in particular, are higher than
elsewhere in the WECC.

The dispatch of the PPEC will not result in the displacement of energy from
renewable resources or large hydro. Most renewable resources have must-take
contracts with utilities; the latter must purchase all the energy produced by these
renewable generators. Even in those instances where this is not the case, (e.g.,
where renewable generation is participating in a spot market for energy) the
variable costs associated with renewable generation are far lower than those
associated with the PPEC (e.g., fuel costs for wind, solar, other renewable
generation technologies, and large hydro are zero or minimal); these resources
can bid into spot markets for energy far below the PPEC and other natural gas-
fired generators. Nor would the PPEC displace energy from (zero-GHG

" This assumption is embedded in simulation models that mimic the dispatch of the power plants
that make up the WECC, as well as the (largely spreadsheet-based) models utilities and other
owners of portfolios of generation assets use to make commitment and dispatch decisions.
Accordingly, any competent computer modeling of the impact of the development/dispatch of a
new gas-fired power plant will yield the conclusions reached here.

8 Other, “fixed” costs are irrelevant to the dispatch decision, as they are incurred whether or not
the power plant is generating electricity.
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emission) nuclear generation facilities, as these resources have far lower
variable operating costs as well.” Holding the portfolio of generation resources
constant, energy from new natural gas-fired plants displaces energy from existing
natural gas-fired plants.

In the longer-term, the development and operation of the PPEC will facilitate the
retirement of less efficient generation resources. By reducing revenue streams
accruing to other resources (for the provision of both energy and capacity-related
services), the PPEC renders them less profitable both directly through energy
and ancillary services markets and indirectly through contracts to provide
capacity to ensure resource adequacy. This follows from the fixed demand for
energy and ancillary services; the developers of the PPEC cannot stimulate
demand for energy and other products provided by the facility, but merely serve
to provide a share of the amount that is needed to meet demand and reliably
operate the system. In doing so, the PPEC both encourages and allows for the
retirement of less efficient generation.

The long-run impact of fleet turnover can be seen from historical changes in the
GHG emissions per unit of gas-fired generation in California. In 2001, more than
60 percent of gas-fired generation in California was from pre-1980 steam
turbines, consuming just over 10,000 Btu per kWh. By 2010, this share had fallen
to five percent; six percent of gas-fired generation was from new combined
cycles with a heat rate of 7,170 Btu per kwWh. The output and GHG emissions of
new gas-fired plants are not incremental to the system; they displace those from
older plants. (Ex. 200, p. 4.1-89.)

While natural gas-fired plants differ in their thermal efficiency — the amount of fuel
combusted, and thus GHG emissions per unit of electricity generated — very
efficient gas plants are not necessarily dispatched before less efficient ones.
While this would seem to contradict the assertion that output from a new plant
will always displace a higher emitting one, a less efficient (e.g., at full output)
plant may actually combust less fuel during a duty cycle than a plant with a lower
heat rate, and thus produce fewer GHG emissions. Consider a 30 MW peaking
plant with a heat rate of 10,000 Btu/kWh when operated at full output that can be

° Energy from the PPEC and other new natural gas-fired generation would not displace energy
from coal-fired generation facilities. The price of a Btu of energy from coal is sufficiently lower
than that from natural gas to more than offset the lower efficiency with which a Btu of energy from
coal is converted to electricity. In other words, fuel costs per MWh are lower for coal plants than
for natural gas plants. Nearly all coal-based capacity used to provide electricity to California is
produced out-of-state and all will be phased out over time by the Environmental Performance
Standard developed as a result of SB1368, (Perata, Statutes of 206, Chapter 3).
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moved from 0 to 50 MW and back again in a matter of minutes. Use of this plant
to meet contingency needs (e.g., demand on a hot afternoon) may result in less
incremental fuel combustion than a 100 MW plant with a lower heat rate at full
output if the latter requires several hours and combusts large amounts of fuel to
start up, must be kept on overnight in order to be available the next day and/or
cannot operate at 30 MW (without a marked degradation in efficiency, and thus
increases in GHG emissions).

While the PPEC is less efficient than, for example, a new combined cycle, and
thus produces more GHG emissions per MWh at full load, it is far more flexible
and will be as or more efficient a provider of reliability services. Able to start up
more rapidly and shut down several times a day, it will operate fewer hours to
provide the same services. Able to rapidly move over a range of 30 to 300 MW, it
will be able to operate at lower levels of output when desirable.

iii. Fostering Renewables Integration

The PPEC meets the criteria for an efficient dispatchable resource that facilitates
the integration of intermittent renewable generation. The LMS 100 proposed for
PPEC is capable of coming on line and reaching full load (100 MW) in less than
10 minutes. This allows the PPEC to operate over a 300 MW range within
minutes, effectively providing substantial load-following services in support of
combined changes in load and output from intermittent resources as demand,
wind speeds, and solar irradiance changes. Its rapid start up time and ability to
cycle on and off allows it to provide load-following services without needing to be
kept on line overnight producing both energy and GHG emissions hours before
its energy and capacity is actually needed.

iv. Retirement of High-GHG Emission Plants and Generation Using Once-
Through Cooling

New resources like the PPEC will be required to provide generation capacity in
the likely event that a majority of facilities utilizing once-through cooling (OTC)
are retired. The SWRCB policy on OTC will require the retrofit, retirement, or
significant curtailment of 12,319 MW of gas-fired capacity by the end of 2020.*°
The following table lists the facilities in the California ISO control area that utilize
OTC and the dates by which they must comply with the SWRCB policy.

1% The policy allows for delays in compliance if doing so threatens system reliability. For example,
if compliance were to require a temporary shutdown or retirement of a unit/facility and
replacement capacity determined to be needed for reliability were not (yet) online, the SWRCB
would allow a postponement of the compliance deadline established under the policy.
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While some OTC facilities owned and operated by utilities and recently-built
combined cycles may well install dry or wet cooling towers or add expensive
underwater hardware to comply with OTC requirements, it is unlikely that the
aging merchant plant owners will find it economic to do so. Most of these units
operate at low capacity factors, suggesting a limited ability to compete in the
current electricity market. Although the timing would be uncertain, new resources
would out-compete aging plants and would displace the energy provided by OTC
facilities and likely accelerate their retirements.

The state’s Emissions Performance Standard (EPS), established in 2007,
precludes continued investment by the California utilities in coal-fired generation.
As a result, more than 18,000 GWh of energy from such resources will have to
be replaced by 2020.

Greenhouse Gas Table 4
Once-Through Cooled Units with Compliance Deadlines in or Before 2020

Units Compliance Date (year-end) MW
El Segundo 3-4 2015 670
Morro Bay 3-4 2015 650
Contra Costa 6-7 2017 674
Encina 1-5 2017 950
Moss Landing 1-2, 6-7 2017 2,530
Pittsburg 5-6 2017 629
Alamitos 1-6 2020 2,010
Huntington Beach 1-4 2020 904
Mandalay 1-2 2020 430
Ormond Beach 1-2 2020 1,516
Redondo Beach 5-8 2020 1,356
Total 12,319

(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-90.)

Greenhouse Gas Table 5
Expiring Long-Term Contracts/Entitlements
with Coal-Fired Generation through 2020

Utility Facility Expiration Annual GWh
LADWP Intermountain through 2013 3,163
DWR Reid Gardner 2013 1,211
SDG&E Boardman 2013 555
SCE Four Corners® 2016 4,920
Turlock ID Boardman 2018 370
PG&E , SCE miscellaneous QFs through 2019 4,086
LADWP Navajo 2019 3,832
Total 18,137

(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-91))
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b. The Limited Benefits of Natural Gas Power Plants

At present, the California electricity system needs new efficient gas-fired
generation to displace and replace less efficient generation, and to help integrate
additional intermittent renewable generation. But as new gas plants are built to
meet those needs, the system will change; moreover, the specific location, type,
operation, and timing of each plant will be different. As a result, each plant will
have somewhat different impacts. Furthermore, future implementation of
efficiency and demand response measures, and new technologies such as
storage, smart grid, and distributed generation, may also significantly change the
physical needs and operation of the electrical system.

Therefore, we cannot and should not continue adding gas-fired plants ad
infinitum. Here the evidence establishes that the PPEC will not increase the
system heat rate. As we describe above, it will support, rather than interfere with,
existing and new renewable generation. Finally, it will reduce system-wide GHG
emissions and otherwise support the goals of AB32.

We therefore find that GHG emissions from operation activities will not be
significant.

5. Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or . . . compound or increase other
environmental impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines 8 15355.) “A cumulative impact
consists of an impact that is created as a result of a combination of the project
evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts.”
(CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15130[a][1].) Such impacts may be relatively minor and
incremental, yet still be significant because of the existing environmental
background, particularly when one considers other closely related past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

GHG assessment is by its very nature a cumulative impact assessment. PPEC
would emit greenhouse gases and, therefore, we have analyzed its potential
cumulative impact in the context of its effect on the electricity system, resulting
GHG emissions from the system, and existing GHG regulatory requirements and
GHG energy policies. The evidence supports our finding that PPEC would not
cause or contribute to a significant adverse cumulative impact on GHG.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

1.

10.

11.

The GHG emissions from the PPEC project construction are likely to be
1026 MTCO, equivalent (“MTCO2E”") during the 16-month construction
period.

There is no numerical threshold of significance under CEQA for
construction-related GHG emissions.

Construction-related GHG emissions will be less than significant if they
are controlled with best practices.

The project will use best practices to control its construction-related GHG
emissions.

State government has a responsibility to ensure a reliable electricity
supply, consistent with environmental, economic, and health and safety
goals.

California utilities are obligated to meet whatever demand exists from any
and all customers.

The maximum annual CO, emissions from the PPEC’s operation will be
621,500 MTCOE, which constitutes an emissions performance factor of
0.477 MTCO2E/MWHh.

Under SB 1368 and implementing regulations, California’s electric utilities
may not enter into long-term commitments with base load power plants
with CO, emissions that exceed the Emissions Performance Standard
(“EPS”) of 0.500 MTCO,/MWh.

The California Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) requires the state’s
electric utilities obtain at least 33 percent of the power supplies from
renewable sources, by the year 2020.

California’s power supply loading order requires California utilities to
obtain their power first from the implementation of all feasible and cost-
effective energy efficiency and demand response, then from renewables
and distribution generation, and finally from efficient fossil-fired generation
and infrastructure improvement.

Even as more renewable generation is added to the California electricity
system, gas-fired power plants such as the PPEC will be necessary to
meet local capacity requirements and to provide intermittent generation
support, grid operations support, extreme load and system emergencies
support, and general energy support.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

There is no evidence in the record that construction or operation of the
PPEC will be inconsistent with the loading order.

When it operates, PPEC will displace generation from less-efficient (i.e.,
higher-heat-rate and therefore higher-GHG-emitting) power plants.

The PPEC’s operation will reduce overall GHG emissions from the
electricity system.

Intermittent solar and wind generation will account for most of the
installation of renewables in the next few decades.

Intermittent generation needs dispatchable generation, such as the PPEC,
in order to be integrated effectively into the electricity system.

The PPEC'’s operation will foster the addition of renewable generation into
the electricity system, which will further reduce system GHG emissions.

The addition of some efficient, dispatchable, natural-gas-fired generation
will be necessary to integrate renewables into California’s electricity
system and meet the state’s RPS and GHG goals, but the amount is not
without limit.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.

The PPEC’s construction-related GHG emissions will not cause a
significant adverse environmental impact.

The GHG emissions from a power plant’s operation should be assessed in
the context of the operation of the entire electricity system of which the
plant is an integrated part.

The PPEC’s operational GHG emissions will not cause a significant
environmental impact.

The PPEC project is a simple-cycle power plant, not designed, or
intended, or permitted for base load generation and is therefore not
subject to the SB1368 EPS.

The PPEC’s operation will help California utilities meet their RPS
obligations.

The PPEC’s construction and operation will be consistent with California’s
loading order for power supplies.
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10.

11.

12.

The PPEC's operation will foster the achievement of the GHG goals of
AB32 and Executive Order S-3-05.

The GHG emissions of any power plant must be assessed within the
system on a case-by-case basis.

The PPEC will not increase the overall system heat rate for natural gas
plants.

The PPEC will not interfere with generation from existing renewables or
with the integration of new renewable generation.

The PPEC will reduce system-wide GHG emissions.

Any new natural-gas-fired power plant that we certify must:
a) notincrease the overall system heat rate for natural gas plants;

b) not interfere with generation from existing renewables or with the
integration of new renewable generation; and

c) have the ability to reduce system-wide GHG emissions.

The PPEC meets these requirements.
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B. AIR QUALITY

Construction and operation of the Pio Pico Energy Center (PPEC) will emit
combustion products and use certain hazardous materials that could expose the
general public and onsite workers to potential health effects. This section on air
quality examines whether PPEC will likely comply with applicable state and
federal air quality laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS), whether
it will likely result in significant air quality impacts, and whether the proposed
mitigation measures will likely reduce potential impacts to insignificant levels.

Our evaluation encompasses the significance criteria and method of analysis
used by Staff. In Staff's view, all project emissions of nonattainment criteria
pollutants and their precursors (NOx, VOC, PM10, PM2.5, SOx, and NH3) are
considered significant and must be mitigated. For short-term construction
activities that essentially cease before operation of the power plant, the Staff
assessment is qualitative and mitigation consists of controlling construction
equipment tailpipe emissions and fugitive dust emissions to the maximum extent
feasible. For operating emissions, the mitigation includes both the Best Available
Control Technology (BACT) and emission reduction credits (ERC) or other valid
emission reductions to offset emissions of both nonattainment criteria pollutants
and their precursors.

The ambient air quality standards used by Staff as the basis for characterizing
project impacts are health-based standards established by the California Air
Resources Board and U.S. EPA. They are set at levels that contain a margin of
safety to adequately protect the health of all people, including those most
sensitive to adverse air quality impacts such as the elderly, persons with existing
illnesses, children, and infants.

In carrying out this analysis, Staff evaluated the following major points:

o Whether the PPEC is likely to conform with applicable federal, state, and
SDAPCD air quality laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (Title 20,
California Code of Regulations, section 1744 (b));

e  Whether the PPEC is likely to cause significant air quality impacts, including
new violations of ambient air quality standards, or make substantial
contributions to existing violations of those standards (Title 20, California
Code of Regulations, section 1743); and

o Whether the mitigation measures proposed for the project are adequate to
lessen the potential impacts to a level of insignificance (Title 20, California
Code of Regulations, section 1742 (b)).

6.2-1
Air Quality



The applicable LORS are identified in Air Quality Table 1 below. As summarized
in the Table, the evidence examines the project’s compliance with each LORS.

AIR QUALITY Table 1

Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable Law

Description

Federal

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of
1990, Title 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 50

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Clean Air Act (CAA) § 160-169A and
implementing regulations, Title 42
United State Code (USC) §7470-7491
40 CFR 51 & 52 (Prevention of
Significant Deterioration Program)

Requires prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) review and
facility permitting for construction of new or modified major
stationary sources of pollutants that occur at ambient
concentrations that attain the NAAQS. A PSD permit would be
required for the NOy, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from the
proposed PPEC project because it would be a new major
stationary source of GHG (exceeding 100,000 tons per year). The
PSD program is within the jurisdiction of the U.S. EPA. SDAPCD
is in the process of obtaining local authority to implement PSD
requirements under Rule 20.3.1 (in process).

CAA §171-193, 42 USC §7501 et
seq. (New Source Review)

Requires new source review (NSR) facility permitting for
construction or modification of specified stationary sources. NSR
applies to sources of designated nonattainment pollutants. This
requirement is addressed through SDAPCD Rule 20.3.

40 CFR 60, Subpart KKKK

Standards of Performance for Stationary Combustion Turbines,
New Source Performance Standard (NSPS). Requires the
proposed simple-cycle system to achieve 2.5 parts per million
(ppm) NOx and 1.9 Ibs/hr SO,.

CAA §401 (Title IV), 42 USC
§7651(Acid Rain Program)

Requires reductions in NOx and SO, emissions, implemented
through the Title V program. This program is within the jurisdiction
of the SDAPCD with U.S. EPA oversight [SDAPCD Rule 1412].

CAA §501 (Title V), 42 USC
§7661(Federal Operating Permits
Program)

Establishes comprehensive federal operating permit program for
major stationary sources that identify all applicable federal
performance, operating, monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
requirements. Application required within one year following start
of operation. This program is within the jurisdiction of the SDAPCD
with U.S. EPA oversight [SDAPCD Rule 10 and Rule 20.5].

State

California Air Resources Board and Energy Commission

California Health & Safety Code
(H&SC) §41700
(Nuisance Regulation)

Prohibits discharge of such quantities of air contaminants that
cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance.

H&SC §40910-40930

Permitting of source needs to be consistent with approved clean
air plan. The SDAPCD New Source Review program is consistent
with regional air quality management plans.

California Public Resources Code
§25523(a); 20 CCR §1752, 2300-
2309 (CEC & ARB Memorandum of
Understanding)

Requires that Energy Commission decision on AFC include
requirements to assure protection of environmental quality.

California Code of Regulations for
Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets (13
CCR §2449, et seq.)

General Requirements for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets —
Requires owners and operators of in-use (existing) off-road diesel
equipment and vehicles to begin reporting fleet characteristics to
ARB in 2009 and meet fleet emissions targets for diesel particulate
matter and NOy in 2010.
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Applicable Law

Description

Airborne Toxic Control Measure for
Idling (ATCM, 13 CCR §2485)

ATCM to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling —
Generally prohibits idling longer than five minutes for diesel-fueled
commercial motor vehicles.

Local

San Diego Air Pollution Control District

Regulation Il — Permits

This regulation sets forth the regulatory framework of the
application for and issuance of construction and operation permits
for new, altered and existing equipment. Included in these
requirements are the federally delegated requirements for New
Source Review, Title V Permits, the Acid Rain Program, and PSD
(under development).

Regulation Il Rule 20.1 and 20.3 establishes the pre-construction
review requirements for new, modified or relocated facilities, in
conformance with the federal New Source Review regulation to
ensure that these facilities do not interfere with progress in
attainment of the national ambient air quality standards and that
future economic growth in San Diego County is not unnecessarily
restricted. This regulation establishes Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) and emission offset requirements. Rule 20.3.1
(under development) implements federal PSD requirements.

Regulation IV — Prohibitions

This regulation sets forth the restrictions for visible emissions, odor
nuisance, fugitive dust, various air emissions, and fuel
contaminants.

This regulation also specifies additional performance standards for
stationary gas turbines and other internal combustion engines.

Regulation X — National Standards of
Performance (NSPS) for New
Stationary Sources

Regulation X incorporates provisions of 40 CFR Part 60, Chapter
I, and is applicable to all new, modified, or reconstructed sources
of air pollution. Sections of this federal regulation apply to
stationary gas turbines (40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK) as
described above in the Federal LORS description. Subpart KKKK
established limits of NOx and SO, emissions from the facility as
well as monitoring and test method requirements. SDAPCD is
delegated enforcement authority for these NSPS through their
authority to issue and enforce the Title V permit for this proposed
Title V source.

Regulation XII — Toxic Air
Contaminants — New Source
Review

Regulation XII, Rule 1200, establishes the pre - construction
review requirements for new, modified or relocated sources of
toxic air contaminants, including requirements for Toxics Best
Available Control Technology (T-BACT) if the incremental project
health risk exceeds rule triggers.

Regulation XIV — Title V
Operating Permits

Regulation X1V, Rule 1401 defines the permit application and
issuance as well as compliance requirements associated with the
Title V federal permit program. Any new source which qualifies as
a Title V facility must obtain a Title V permit within twelve months
of starting operation.

Regulation XIV, Rule 1412 defines the requirements for the Acid
Rain Program, including the requirement for a subject facility to
obtain emission allowances for SOy emissions as well as
monitoring SOy, NOyx, and carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions from
the facility.

(Ex. 200, pp. 4.1-2 — 4.1-4.)
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE
1. Project Features

The proposed PPEC would include the following new stationary sources of
emissions:

e  Three LMS100 natural-gas fired combustion turbine generators (CTG), each
with a nominal capacity of 103 MW in a simple-cycle configuration; and

o Partial dry cooling tower system consisting of: three 18-cell dry air cooled
heat exchangers; and, a 12-cell wet surface air cooler (WSAC) with a water
circulation rate of 23,520 GPM and a maximum total dissolved solids (TDS)
concentration of 5,600 ppmw.

2. Air Quality District Jurisdiction

The project is within the jurisdiction of the San Diego Air Pollution Control District
(SDAPCD or District). SDAPCD released its Final Determination of Compliance
(FDOC) on May 4, 2012, stating that the project is expected to comply with
applicable Air District rules, which incorporate state and federal requirements.
(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-34.)

The district rules and regulations specify the emissions control and offset
requirements for new sources such as the PPEC. Best Available Control
Technology would be implemented, and emission reduction credits (ERCs) for
NOx emissions are required by district rules and regulations based on the
permitted emission levels for this project. Compliance with the district's new
source requirements would ensure that the project would be consistent with the
strategies and future emissions anticipated under the district's air quality
attainment and maintenance plans.

The SDAPCD’s permit conditions for the project are specified in the FDOC and
incorporated into this Decision as as Conditions of Certification AQ-1 through
AQ-79. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, §§ 1744.5, 1752.3.) These conditions include
emissions limitations, operating limitations, offset requirements, and testing,
monitoring, record keeping, and reporting requirements that ensure compliance
with federal and state air quality LORS.
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3. Ambient Air Quality Standards

The federal Clean Air Act ' and the California Clean Air Act? both require ambient
air quality standards (AAQS) for the maximum allowable concentrations of
“criteria air pollutants.” Criteria air pollutants are defined as air contaminants for
which the state and federal governments have established an ambient air quality
standard to protect public health.

The California AAQS (CAAQS) established by the California Air Resources
Board (ARB) are typically more protective and therefore more stringent than the
National AAQS (NAAQS) established by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). (Ex. 200, p. 4.1-6.)

Air Quality Table 2 below identifies the current federal and state standards.

I

I

! Title 42, United States Code, section 7401 et seq.
2 California Health and Safety Code, section 40910 et seq.
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AIR QUALITY Table 2
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Standard California Standard
8 Hour 0.075 ppm (147 ug/m*)® | 0.070 ppm (137 ug/m°)
Ozone (O5) 1 Hour — 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m°)
Carbon 8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m°®) 9 ppm (10 mg/m®)
Monoxide (CO) | 1 Hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m°) 20 ppm (23 mg/m®)
Nitrogen Annual 53 ppb (100 pg/m®) 0.030 ppm (57 ug/m°)
Dioxide (NO,) 1 Hour 100 ppb (188 pg/m°)® | 0.18 ppm (339 ug/m°)
o 24 Hour — 0.04 ppm (105 ug/m°)
(ssugu)r Dioxide =3"Hour 0.5 ppm (1300 pgim®) | —
2 1 Hour 75 ppb (196 ug/m®)° 0.25 ppm (655 ug/m°)
Respirable Annual — 20 pg/m®
Particulate 3 3
Matter (PM10) 24 Hour 150 pg/m 50 pg/m
Fine Particulate | Annual 15 pg/m® 12 pg/m®
Matter (PM2.5) | 24 Hour 35 ug/m® ° —
Sulfates (SO,) | 24 Hour — 25 ug/m®
30 Day Average — 1.5 ug/m®
Lead Rolling 3-Month 3
Average 1.5 ug/m _
Hydrogen 3
Sulfide (H,S) 1 Hour — 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m°)
Vinyl  Chloride 3
(chioroethene) 24 Hour — 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m°)
Visibilit In sufficient amount to produce an
y extinction coefficient of 0.23 per
Reducing 8 Hour — : .
. kilometer due to particles when the
Particulates

relative humidity is less than 70%.

(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-7.)

Note: # Fourth- highest maximum 8 — hour concentration, averaged over three years.
® 98" percentile of daily maximum value, averaged over three years.
° 99" percentile of daily maximum value, averaged over three years.

4. Existing Ambient Air Quality

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), California Air Resource
Board (ARB), and the local air district classify an area as attainment,
unclassified, or nonattainment, depending on whether or not the monitored
ambient air quality data show compliance, insufficient data is available, or non-
compliance with the ambient air quality standards, respectively. The PPEC
project site is located within the San Diego

Air Basin (SDAB) in the SDAPCD. The federal and state attainment status of
criteria pollutants in the SDAB are summarized in Air Quality Table 3.
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The operating monitoring station closest to the proposed site is Otay Mesa —
Paseo International station, approximately 1.9 miles south of the project.
However, since the station is close to the border, the pollutant concentrations
recorded there are heavily influenced by the emissions from Mexican vehicles
which do not meet strict United States and California exhaust standards.
Therefore, data from the Chula Vista station, nine miles northwest of the project
site, were used to represent background concentrations for the project area.
Ambient concentrations of O3, NO2, SO,, CO, PM2.5 and PM10 are all collected
from the Chula Vista station.

AIR QUALITY Table 3
Attainment Status of San Diego Air Basin

Pollutants

Attainment Status

Federal Classification

State Classification

Ozone (1-hr)

No Federal Standard

Nonattainment

Ozone (8-hr)

Nonattainment

Nonattainment

CO Attainment Attainment

NO, Attainment ® Attainment

SO, Attainment Attainment
PM10 Unclassified Nonattainment
PM2.5 Attainment Nonattainment
Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment
Lead Attainment Attainment
Hydrogen Sulfide No Federal Standard Unclassified
Visibility No Federal Standard Unclassified

(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-8.)

Note:
? Recommended status, ARB Technical Support Document titled “Recommended Area Designation for the 2010
Federal Nitrogen Dioxide Standards”, January 2011.

The evidence describes in detail the composition and significance of each of the
attainment and nonattainment criteria pollutants. (Ex. 200, pp. 4.1-6 — 4.1-11.)
The U.S. EPA adopted a new one-hour standard of 0.100 ppm (188 ug/m®) in
early 2010. Data from 2004 to 2010 show that the area near the project site
attains both the state and federal one-hour NO; standards. (Ex. 200, p. 4.1-11.)

The background concentrations for PM10 and PM2.5 are at or above the most
restrictive existing ambient air quality standards, while the background
concentrations for the other pollutants are mostly well below the most restrictive
existing ambient air quality standards. (Id.)

6.2-7
Air Quality



5. Ambient Air Quality Baseline

As shown below in Air Quality Table 4, Staff established a baseline for
evaluating the modeling results and analyses submitted by Staff and the
Applicant.

AIR QUALITY Table 4
Staff-Recommeded Background Concentrations (ug/m?®)
Pollutant | Averaging Time Background Limiting Percent of
Standard Standard

PM10 24 hour 57 50 114

Annual 26.7 20 134
PM2.5 24 hour 36.1 35 103

Annual 12.5 12 104
co 1 hour 3565 23,000 16

8 hour 2489 10,000 25
NO, 1 hour 154 188 82

Annual 29 57 51

1 hour 31 196 16
SO, 3 hour 182 1300 1

24 hour 10.5 105 10

(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-12.)

We note that an exceedance is not necessarily a violation of the standard, and
that only persistent exceedances lead to designation of an area as
nonattainment.

6. Modeling Methodology

Our analysis is guided by the dispersion modeling analyses and data provided by
the Applicant and Staff. Dispersion models allow for complex, repeated
calculations that consider emission in the context of various ambient
meteorological conditions, local terrain, and nearby structures that affect airflow.
The record identifies the SDAPCD’s Chula Vista monitoring station as a source
of meteorological input data. (Ex. 200, p. 4.1-17.)

The evidence establishes that the Applicant performed the air dispersion
modeling analysis based on guidance presented in the Guideline on Air Quality
Models (EPA, 2005) and the American Meteorological Society/Environmental
Protection Agency Regulatory Model known as AERMOD (version 11103). The
U.S. EPA designates AERMOD as a “preferred” model for refined modeling in all
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types of terrain. For determining NO, impacts of short-term emissions (one-hour
averaging period), NO, concentrations are determined by using the Plume
Volume Molar Ratio Method (PVMRM) or the Ozone Limiting Method (OLM).
Because project NOx emissions would be approximately 90 percent NO that
could oxidize into NOy with sufficient time, sunlight, and availability of organic
compounds or ozone, use of the PVMRM or OLM is appropriate. The Applicant
conducted NO; modeling using PVYMRM option to account for the role of ambient
ozone levels on the atmospheric conversion rate of NO emissions to NO,.
Concurrent hourly ozone data from SDAPCD Chula Vista monitoring station is
used in modeling the NO, impacts. (Ex. 200, p. 4.1-18.)

7. Construction Impacts and Mitigation

The construction phase is temporary and is currently planned to occur over a
period of 16 months. Construction activities would be scheduled five days per
week, with a single-shift, eight-hour workday. On-site construction activities
include site preparation, foundation work, installation of major equipment and
structures. Combustion-related emissions will come from sources such as
construction equipment and onsite vehicles. Fugitive dust emissions will be
caused by site grading and excavation activities, installation of new on-site
transmission lines, water and gas pipelines, construction of power plant facilities,
roads, and substations, and vehicle travel on paved and unpaved roads. (Ex.
301, pp. 4.1-12 -4.1-13.)

Estimates for the highest daily emissions and total annual emissions over the 16-
month construction period are shown in Air Quality Table 5.

I

I
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AIR QUALITY Table 5
PPEC, Estimated Maximum Construction Emissions

Construction Activity NOy voC | PM10 PM2.5 | CO SOy
On-site Construction Equipment (Ibs/day) 44.8 4.0 1.5 1.5 19.9 | 0.1
On-site Fugitive Dust (Ibs/day) -- -- 19.7 29 -- --
Off-site  Worker Travel (combustion) 6.1 58 01 01 612 | 01
(Ibs/day)

Off-site Truck Deliveries (combustion) 51 04 00 00 25 00
(Ibs/day)

Off-site Dust from travel on dirt roads | B 00 00 B B
(Ibs/day)

Maximum Daily Construction Emissions 56.0 10.3 21.3 45 836 | 0.1
(Ibs/day)

On-site Construction Equipment (tpy) 4.7 0.4 0.2 0.2 2.3 0.0
On-site Fugitive Dust (tpy) -- -- 1.6 0.3 -- --
Off-site Worker Travel (combustion) (tpy) 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 24 0.0
Off-site Truck Deliveries (combustion) (tpy) | 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
Off-site Dust from travel on dirt roads (tpy) -- -- 0.0 0.0 -- --
Z:;I)( Annual Construction Emissions 55 0.7 1.9 0.5 49 0.0

(Ex. 200, pp. 4.1-13 - 4.1-14.)

Note: Different activities have maximum emissions at different times during the construction period;
therefore, total maximum daily, monthly, and annual emissions might be different from the
summation of emissions from individual activities.

Air Quality Table 6 summarizes the results of the modeling analysis for
construction activities. The total impact is the sum of the existing background
condition plus the maximum impact predicted by the modeling analysis for project
activity. The values in bold in the Total Impact and Background columns
represent the values that either equal or exceed the relevant ambient air quality
standard.

I

I
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AIR QUALITY Table 6

PPEC, Construction-Phase Maximum Impacts (ug/m3)

Pollutant | Averaging Time :\:Ino:aec:fd Background ;rn::)aa:ct ;'t';:t(;g? d ggﬁg::gf
PM10 24 hour 21 57 78 50 156
Annual 2.7 26.7 29.4 20 147
24 hour 4.6 36.1 40.7 35 116
PM2.5 I nual 0.2 12.5 12.7 12 106
co 1 hour 63 3,565 3,628 23,000 16
8 hour 34 2,489 2,523 10,000 25
NO, 1 hour 87 154 241 339 71
Annual 6 29 35 57 61
1 hour 0 31 31 655 5
SO, 24 hour 0 18.2 18.2 105 17
Annual 0 10.5 10.5 80 13

(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-19.)

We find that particulate matter emissions from construction would cause a
significant impact because they would contribute to existing violations of PM10
and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards, and additionally that those emissions
can and should be mitigated to a level of insignificance. Significant secondary
impacts would also occur for PM10, PM2.5, and ozone because construction-
phase emissions of particulate matter precursors (including SOx) and ozone
precursors (NOx and VOC) would also contribute to existing violations of these
standards. The direct impacts of NO;, in conjunction with worst-case background
conditions, would not create a new violation of the current annual or one-hour
NO, state ambient air quality standard. Compliance with the new Federal one-
hour NO; is not evaluated because the construction is expected to last only 16
months while this new standard requires a three-year average of the 98"
percentile of the daily maximum one-hour concentration (i.e., the 8" highest of
daily highest one-hour concentrations averaged over three years). The direct
impacts of CO and SO, would not be significant because construction of the
project would neither cause nor contribute to a violation of these standards.
Mitigation for construction emissions of PM10, PM2.5, SOx, NOx, and VOC
would be appropriate for reducing impacts to PM10, PM2.5, NO,, and ozone.

The Applicant proposes the following mitigation measures to reduce the exhaust
emissions from the diesel heavy equipment and fugitive dust emissions during
the construction of the project:

e Unpaved roads and disturbed areas in the project construction site will be
watered as frequently as necessary to prevent fugitive dust plumes. The
frequency of watering can be reduced or eliminated during periods of
precipitation.

6.2-11
Air Quality



The vehicle speed limit will be 15 miles per hour within the construction site.
The construction site entrances shall be posted with visible speed limit signs.

Construction equipment vehicle tires will be inspected and washed as
necessary to be cleaned free of dirt prior to entering paved roadways.

Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length will be provided at the tire
washing/cleaning station.

Unpaved exits from the construction site will be graveled or treated to prevent
trackout to public roadways.

Construction vehicles will enter the construction site through the treated
entrance roadways, unless an alternative route has been submitted to and
approved by the compliance project manager (CPM).

Construction areas adjacent to any paved roadway will be provided with
sandbags or other measures as specified in the Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to prevent run-off to roadways.

Paved roads within the construction site will be swept at least twice daily (or
less during periods of precipitation) on days when construction activity occurs
to prevent the accumulation of dirt and debris.

At least the first 500 feet of any public roadway exiting from the construction
site shall be swept at least twice daily (or less during periods of precipitation)
on days when construction activity occurs or on any other day when dirt or
runoff from the construction site is visible on public roadways.

Soil storage piles and disturbed areas that remain inactive for longer than 10
days will be covered or treated with appropriate dust suppressant
compounds.

Vehicles used to transport solid bulk material on public roadways and having
the potential to cause visible emissions will be provided with a cover, or the
materials will be sufficiently wetted and loaded onto the trucks in a manner to
provide at least one foot of freeboard.

Wind erosion control techniques (such as windbreaks, water, chemical dust
suppressants, and/or vegetation) will be used on all construction areas that
may be disturbed. Any windbreaks installed to comply with this condition shall
remain in place until the soil is stabilized or permanently covered with
vegetation.
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AIR QUALITY Table 7
PPEC, Routine Operation Maximum Impacts (ug/m°®)

Pollutant | Averaging Time :\:Ino:ae(:ted Background | Total Impact ;'t':r']t(;g? d gggz:t d o
24 hour 2 57 59 50 118
PM10 Annual 0.2 26.7 27 20 135
24 hour -- -- 25.9° 35 74
PM23  TAnnual 0.2 12.5 12.8 12 107
co 1 hour 268 3,565 3,833 23,000 17
8 hour 64 2,489 2,553 10,000 26
1 hour (state) 133 154 287 339 85
NO, 1 hour (federal) |- - 138° 188 73
Annual 0.3 29 29.3 57 51
1 hour 8 31 37 196 19
SO, 24 hour 1 18.2 19.2 105 18
Annual <0.1 10.5 10.5 80 13

(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-22.)

Note:

2 The federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard is expressed as three-year average of the 98" percentile highest daily 24-hour
average PM2.5 concentration, including background.

® The federal one-hour NO, standard is expressed as three-year average of the 98" percentile highest daily one-hour
average NO, concentration, including background. NO, concentrations are determined by using the Plume Volume
Molar Ratio Method (PVMRM) with a NO,/NOx ratio of 0.13.

We find that particulate matter emissions from routine operation could cause a
significant impact because they will contribute to existing violations of PM10 and
PM2.5 ambient air quality standards (except the federal 24-hour average PM2.5
standard). The federal 24-hour average PM2.5 standard is expressed as the
three-year average of the 98™ percentile of PM2.5 24-hour average. Air Quality
Table 7 shows that the project will comply with this statistically based federal
standard. Significant secondary impacts would also occur for PM10, PM2.5, and
ozone because operational emissions of particulate matter precursors (including
SOx) and ozone precursors (NOx and VOC) would also contribute to existing
violations of these standards. The direct impacts of NO,, in conjunction with
worst-case background conditions, would not create a new violation of the
current annual or state NO, ambient air quality standard. The project is also in
compliance with the new federal one-hour NO, standard. The direct impacts of
CO and SO, would not be significant because routine operation of the project
would neither cause nor contribute to a violation of these standards. Mitigation for
emissions of PM10, PM2.5, SOx, NOx, and VOC would be appropriate for
reducing impacts to PM10, PM2.5, NO,, and ozone. (Ex. 200, p. 4.1-23)

Secondary Pollutant Impacts

The project’s gaseous emissions of NOx, SOx, VOC, and ammonia are precursor
pollutants that can contribute to the formation of secondary pollutants, ozone,
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PM10, and PM2.5. Gas-to-particulate conversion in ambient air involves complex
chemical and physical processes that depend on many factors, including local
humidity, pollutant travel time, and the presence of other compounds. Currently,
there are no agency-recommended models or procedures for estimating
secondary pollutant ozone or particulate nitrate or sulfate formation from a single
project or source. However, because of the known relationships of NOx and VOC
to ozone and of NOx, SOx, and ammonia emissions to secondary PM10 and
PM2.5 formation, it can be said that unmitigated emissions of these pollutants
would contribute to higher ozone and PM10/PM2.5 levels in the region.
Significant impacts of ozone and PM10/PM2.5 precursors would be mitigated
with SDAPCD offsets through implementation of Condition of Certification AQ-
SC7.

Ammonia (NHs) is a particulate precursor but not a criteria pollutant because
there is no air quality standard for ammonia. Reactive with sulfur and nitrogen
compounds, ammonia can be found from natural sources, agricultural sources,
and as a byproduct of tailpipe controls on motor vehicles and stack controls on
power plants. Mitigating SOx and NOx emissions would both avoid significant
secondary PM10/PM2.5 impacts and reduce secondary pollutant impacts to a
less than significant level.

Energy Commission staff recommends limiting ammonia slip emissions to the
maximum extent feasible. We agree with Staffs recommendation for an
ammonia slip limit of 5 ppmvd at 15 percent oxygen.

Fumigation Impacts

There is the potential that higher short-term concentrations of pollutants may
occur during fumigation conditions. Fumigation conditions can occur during
morning hours shortly after sunrise when the ground begins to heat up and
warms the air above it, causing vertical convection. Fumigation conditions are
generally short-term in nature and impacts are only compared to short-term
standards. The Applicant analyzed the air quality impacts for normal emissions
under fumigation conditions using the SCREEN3 Model (Ex 1, Table 5.2-27). The
short-term project impacts during fumigation would not exceed the impacts for
routine operation shown in Air Quality Table 7 above. Therefore, no additional
mitigation is required for fumigation impacts.
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Commissioning-Phase Impacts

Commissioning impacts would occur over a short-term period within the 112
hours expected to be needed to complete the commissioning. The
commissioning emissions estimates are based on partial load operations before
the emission control systems become operational. Impacts due to PM10, PM2.5,
and SO, during commissioning would occur under similar exhaust conditions as
those for startup while in routine operation because these emissions are
proportional to fuel use. The evidence shows that the commissioning-phase
emissions will not cause new exceedances of any state or federal air quality
standard, with the exception of the state one-hour NO, standard. The PM10 and
PM2.5 emissions from commissioning will contribute to existing violations of
ambient air quality standards due to the high background concentrations. The
federal one-hour NO; standard is expressed as a three-year average of the 98th
percentile of the daily maximum one-hour concentration. Since this is a
statistically evaluated standard, it is not applicable to the short commissioning
phase. We find no significant impact due to the very limited commissioning
period compared to the three-year averaging time used for the standard. (Ex.
200, pp. 4.1-23 —4.1-24.)

The PPEC includes a combination of BACT and emission reduction credits to
mitigate air quality impacts. PPEC proposes two catalyst systems: the SCR and
water injection system to reduce NOyx; and the oxidation catalyst system to
reduce CO and VOC. Operating exclusively on pipeline quality natural gas limits
SOx and particulate matter emissions. Additionally, high-efficiency drift eliminator
would be used to minimize paritculate emissions from the partial dry cooling
tower system. Appropriately sized stacks are also used to reduce ground-level
concentrations of exhaust constituents.

In addition to emission control strategies included in the project design, SDAPCD
Rule 20.3 requires PPEC to provide emission reduction credits to offset the NOx
emissions. Air Quality Table 8 summarizes the SDAPCD Rule 20.3 NOx offset
requirements for the PPEC, with offsets assumed to originate from shutdowns at
other sources with an offset ratio of 1.2-to-1 (SDAPCD 2011a). Energy
Commission staff recommended California Evironmental Quality Act (CEQA)
mitigation is also shown in the table.
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AIR QUALITY Table 8
PPEC, Offset and Mitigation Determination and Requirements (TPY)

Pollutant Pl_'ojt_act District Offset Distri_ct Offset Energy_C.:om_mission
Emissions Thresholds Requirements Mitigation
NOx 70.4 50 84.5° 70.4
co?® 96.4 N/A -- -
VOC 19.4 50 - 19.4
SO, 4.1 N/A -- 4.1
PM10/PM2.5 37.2 N/A - 37.2
(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-25.)
Note:

®. Emission offsets are not required for CO since the San Diego air basin is currently in attainment
for CO.
® NOy offsets must be provided at a ratio of at least 1.2:1 according to SDAPCD Rule 20.3.

The proposed PPEC project would be required to surrender offsets according to
the operating profile proposed by the Applicant. District conditions would limit the
facility operation in terms of its annual emissions and its short-term normal
operation, rather than through its heat input rate or other parameters. Air Quality
Table 9 summarizes the source and amount of ERCs proposed by the Applicant.

AIR QUALITY Table 9

PPEC, Offset Holdings or and Available (TPY)
Source NOy VOC SO, PM10/PM2.5
South Bay Units 3&4 29.2 16.2 1.8 27.4
South Bay Units 1&2 24.6 11.2 1.7 221
IG&E GP, LLC 37.4
Rohr, Inc. 1.1 55
Total 54.9 70.3 3.5 49.5

(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-26.)

Air Quality Table 10 summarizes district offset requirements and identifies the
compliance plan proposed by PPEC. SDAPCD Rule 20.3 requires ERCs for
emissions above 50 TPY of NOx or VOC. PPEC triggers district offset
requirements only for NOx. Rule 20.3 further defines that the NOx offsets must
be provided at a ratio of 1.2:1. PPEC proposes to satisfy the district offset
requirements of NOx by 1) purchase of ERCs, and 2) interpollutant offsets (VOC
for NOx, at a 2:1 ratio defined by Rule 20.3). Both NOx and VOC emissions are
recognized precursors to the formation of ambient ozone. Therefore VOC ERCs
are also allowed to offset the NOx emissions. Air Quality Table 10 indicates that
PPEC is in compliance with the district’'s NOx offset requirements.
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AIR QUALITY Table 10
PPEC, District Offset Compliance Plan (TPY)

Source NOy
Offset Required 84.5
ERCs Owned/Optioned 0.0
ERCs Available - NOy

South Bay Units 3&4 29.2
South Bay Units 1&2 24.6
Rohr, Inc. 1.1
Total NOx 54.9
ERCs Available - VOC at 2:1
interpollutant ratio

South Bay Units 3&4 8.1
South Bay Units 1&2 5.6
IG&E GP. LLC 18.7
Rohr, Inc. 2.75
Total VOC 35.15
Total ERCs for NOx 90.05
NOy Fully Offset? Yes

(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-27.)

Air Quality Table 11 summarizes Energy Commission CEQA mitigation
requirements and identifies the offsets proposed by PPEC. The Energy
Commission requires CEQA mitigation of all nonattainment pollutants and their
precursors at a ratio of at least 1:1. Therefore PPEC is required to mitigate the
full project emissions of NOx, VOC, SO, and PM10/PM2.5. Mitigation of CO is
not required because the San Diego air basin is currently in attainment for CO
and project CO emissions were not found to cause or contribute to impacts.

Consistent with the district compliance plan, the Applicant proposed to use VOC
ERCs to offset NOx emission with an interpollutant ratio of 2:1. The Applicant
also proposed to use PM10/PM2.5 ERC certificate to mitigate SO, increases
associated with the project with an interpollutant offset ratio of 1:1. SOy is
accepted as one of the major precursors of PM10 and PM2.5 through reaction
with ammonia to form ammonium sulfates. Therefore the reduction in
PM10/PM2.5 is considered to be equivalent to the reduction in SOx emissions.

AIR QUALITY Table 11
PPEC, Energy Commission Offset Compliance Plan (TPY)

Source NOy voC SO, PM10/PM2.5
Mitigation Required 70.4 19.4 4.1 37.2
ERCs Owned/Optioned 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ERCs Available 54.9 70.3 3.5 49.5
Interpollutant Adjustments 15.5 -31 0.6 -0.6
Total ERCs available 70.4 39.3 4.1 48.9
Emissions fully mitigated? Yes Yes Yes Yes
(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-27.)
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PPEC is therefore in compliance with Energy Commission CEQA mitigation
requirements and would provide sufficient ERCs or interpollutant ERCs at an
offset ratio of at least one-to-one, which satisfies the CEQA mitigation
requirements recommended by Energy Commission staff.

Staff proposes Condition of Certification AQ-SC6 to ensure that the license is
amended as necessary to incorporate future changes to the air quality permits
and to ensure ongoing compliance during commissioning and routine operation
through the quarterly reports required pursuant to Condition of Certification AQ-
SC8. Staff also proposes Condition of Certification AQ-SC7 to ensure that
significant impacts of ozone and PM10/PM2.5 precursors would be mitigated with
the quantity of SDAPCD offsets recommended by Staff and to ensure agency
consultation if substitutions are made to the credits. We find that implementation
of these conditions of certification would ensure the project’s compliance with
applicable LORS.

8. Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts may result from the project’s incremental effect, together
with other closely related past, present and reasonably foreseeable future
projects whose impacts may compound or increase the incremental effect of the
proposed project. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§
15064(h), 15130, 15355.)

The air quality analysis focuses on criteria air pollutants, which have impacts that
are typically cumulative by nature. Although a project by itself would rarely cause
a violation of a federal or state criteria pollutant standard, a new source of
pollution may contribute to violations of criteria pollutant standards in the context
of existing background pollutant sources or foreseeable future projects. Air
districts attempt to reduce background criteria pollutant levels by adopting
attainment plans, which are multi-faceted programmatic approaches to
attainment. Attainment plans typically include new source review requirements
that provide offsets and use BACT, combined with more stringent emissions
controls on existing sources. (Ex. 200, p. 4.1-29.)

The evidence includes analysis of the project’s potential cumulative air quality
impacts, including a description of the air quality background. The SDAPCD has
developed several plans to implement the federal Clean Air Act and state law as
it addresses the cumulative air impacts of criteria pollutants in the San Diego air
basin. These plans evaluate the regional context of air pollution in the air basin,

6.2-18
Air Quality



and provide the air district strategies for addressing these cumulative impacts
and eventually achieving "attainment" with various federal and state standards.
(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-29.)

The applicable air quality plans do not outline any new control measures
applicable to the proposed project’s operating emission sources. Therefore,
compliance with existing district rules and regulations would ensure compliance
with those air quality plans. SDAPCD recently evaluated additional fugitive dust
control measures and recently adopted a fugitive dust control rule (Rule 55,
effective December 24, 2009). Implementation of Staffs recommended
Conditions or Certification AQ-SC3 and AQ-SC4, which include fugitive dust
control measures that should meet or exceed the fugitive dust control
requirements of new SDAPCD Rule 55, will ensure compliance.

The evidence includes a discussion of the project’'s “localized cumulative
impacts” from direct emissions locally when combined with other local major
emission sources. The proposed project and other reasonably foreseeable
projects could cause impacts that would be locally combined if present and future
projects would introduce stationary sources that are not included in the
“pbackground” conditions. Under CEQA, reasonably foreseeable future projects
are usually those that are either currently under construction or in the process of
being approved by a local air district or municipality.

Projects with stationary sources located up to six miles from the proposed project
site usually need to be considered by the cumulative analysis. The SDAPCD
provided district-wide emission inventory with NOx and PM10/PM2.5 emissions
greater than 5 TPY, and new projects within six miles of PPEC. CO and SO are
not considered in the cumulative analysis because the impacts of these two
pollutants from PPEC alone are well below the most stringent ambient air quality
standards even under the worst case conditions. In addition, no source with CO
and SO, emissions large enough to create an impact that would threaten the
standards exists in the project area. In addition to the PPEC, only four projects
would involve emissions increases of more than 5 TPY of NOx or PM10/PM2.5:

. NOx and PM2.5 emissions from Larkspur Energy Facility (a small peaking
power plant located 2.5 km/1.5 miles west of the PPEC site).

. NOx and PM2.5 emissions from Pacific Recovery Corp (a landfill gas waste-
to-energy facility located 9.2 km/5.5 miles west of the PPEC site).

. NOx and PM2.5 emissions from Otay Mesa Power Plant (a base-load
combined cycle power plant located adjacent to the PPEC site).
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. NOx and PM2.5 emissions from CalPeak Border Facility (a small peaking
power plant located 2.7km/1.6 miles west of the PPEC site).

Air Quality Table 12 shows that PPEC, along with four other existing sources,

would not cause new violations for NO2. However, particulate matter emissions

from PPEC would be cumulatively considerable because they would contribute to

existing violations of the PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards.

AIR QUALITY Table 12
PPEC, Ambient Air Quality Impacts from Cumulative Sources (pglm3)

Pollutant | Averaging Time mo:ae‘:?d Background | Total Impact ;Itg‘:clj:? d gggzg: d 2
PM10 24 hour 7.5 57 64.5 50 129
Annual 1.9 26.7 28.6 20 143
24 hour -- -- 29.9 35 85
PM2.5 Annual 1.9 12.5 14.4 12 120
1 hour (state) 81.8 154 235.8 339 70
NO, 1 hour (federal) -- -- 179 188 95
Annual 5.9 29 34.9 57 61

(Ex. 200, p. 4.1-33.)

The PPEC would mitigate emissions through the use of BACT and district
required and Staff recommended banked or new, owner-funded, emission
reductions. Therefore, the cumulative operating impacts after mitigation are
considered to be less than significant.

The evidence shows that Staff has considered the minority population
surrounding the site (see Socioeconomics Figure 1). Since the project’s
cumulative air quality impacts have been mitigated to less than significant, there
is no environmental justice issue for air quality.

Impacts to Mexico

The evidence shows that the Applicant truncated the Pio Pico’s modeling domain
at the US — Mexico international border, approximately 1.5 miles south of the
project site. Since the project is close to the border, Staff did an independent
modeling analysis and extended the project modeling domain to approximately
3.5 miles from the border into Mexico. Staff modeled both the impacts of the
facility alone and cumulative impacts of sources located in California and
confirmed that the maximum impacts all occur in California.

Staff also reviewed Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) for California, US
federal, and Mexico. Staff found that the Mexico ambient air quality standards are
almost all less stringent than project-limiting standards (the stricter of California
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and US federal). As described above, the project does not cause any violation of
California or federal AAQS except PM10 and 24-hour PM2.5 standards, which
are above the standards even without the project’'s impact due to the high
background concentrations. For PM10, the project impacts are above the limiting
standards (California standards) but are still well below the Mexico standards.
For PM2.5, there are no ambient air quality standards in Mexico. However,
Mexico does have a Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) standard, which has
been superseded in the United States and California by more restrictive PM10
and PM2.5 standards. Therefore, we conclude that the project would not cause a
violation of any ambient air quality standard within Mexico. We also routinely call
for offset mitigation for all non-attainment pollutants so that they are fully
mitigated, in the present case both in California and in Mexico. (Ex. 200, pp 4.1-
33-4.1-34.)

9. Compliance with LORs

The project’s emissions and air quality impacts must comply with various local,
state, and federal LORS. We find that the Applicant, Staff, and the District have
evaluated the project’s air quality impacts and that the project will comply with
applicable LORS with implementation of the conditions of certification.

10.  Public and Agency Comments

No public or agency comments were received on air quality.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the record, we find as follows:

e The PPEC project would be located in the San Diego Air Basin and the San
Diego Air Pollution Control District.

e The PPEC project area is designated as nonattainment for the state and
federal ozone standards, nonattainment for the state PM2.5 and PM10
standards, attainment and unclassified respectively for federal PM2.5 and
PM10 standard, and attainment for the state and federal CO, NO, and SO,
standards.

e The project would neither cause new violations of any CO, NO,, or SO,
ambient air quality standard nor contribute to existing violations for these
pollutants. Therefore, the project’s direct CO, NO,, and SO, impacts are
less than significant.
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The project's NOx and VOC emissions would contribute to existing
violations of state and federal ozone ambient air quality standards. The
ozone precursor offsets required by SDAPCD and required in Condition of
Certification AQ-SC7 would mitigate the ozone impact to a less than
significant level.

The project’'s PM10 and PM2.5 emissions and the PM10/PM2.5 precursor
emissions would contribute to the existing violations of state and federal
PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards. The PM10/PM2.5 ERCs will
be surrendered to mitigate the PM10/PM2.5 impacts to a less than
significant level. The offsets would be in sufficient quantities to satisfy
Energy Commission staff's long-standing recommendation that all
nonattainment pollutant and precursor emissions be offset at least one-to-
one.

The San Diego Air Pollution Control District has issued a Final
Determination of Compliance (FDOC) finding that PPEC would comply with
all applicable district rules and regulations for project operation. The
district's FDOC conditions are included herein as Conditions of Certification
AQ-1 through AQ-79.

This analysis contains an adequate evaluation of the project’s contributions
to cumulative air quality impacts.

Implementation of the conditions of certification listed below would ensure
that the PPEC will not result in any significant direct, indirect, or cumulative
adverse impacts to air quality.

. The record contains an adequate analysis of the project’'s potential

contributions to cumulative air quality impacts.

There is no evidence that project-related air emissions will result in significant
nuisance odors or any significant air quality impacts on soils, vegetation or
sensitive species.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.

Implementation of the mitigation measures described in the record and
contained in the following conditions of certification are sufficient to ensure
that PPEC will conform with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards relating to air quality as set forth in the pertinent portions of
Appendix A of this Decision.

Implementation of the mitigation measures described in the record and
contained in the conditions of certification ensures that the project will not
result in significant direct, indirect, or cumulative air quality impacts in
conformance with CEQA requirements.
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CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

Definitions for Conditions of Certification

Commissioning Period—For each combustion turbine, the commissioning
period is the period of time commencing with the initial startup, also
known as the first fire, of that turbine and ending after 112 hours of
turbine operation, or the date the permittee notifies the district the
commissioning period has ended. For purposes of this condition, the
number of hours of turbine operation is defined as the total unit
operating minutes during the commissioning period divided by 60.
(Rule 20.3(d)(1).)

Compliance Time Periods—For each emission limit expressed as pounds,
pounds per hour, or parts per million based on a one-hour or less
averaging period or compliance period, compliance shall be based on
using data collected at least once every minute when compliance is
based on CEMS data except as specified in the district approved
CEMS Protocol. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1).)

Continuous Emissions Monitoring Protocol—A Continuous Emission
Monitoring System (CEMS) Protocol is a document approved in writing
by the District that describes the methodology and quality assurance
and quality control procedures for monitoring, calculating, and
recording stack emissions from the combustion turbine that is
monitored by the CEMS. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1) and 40
CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Non-operational period—A non-operational period is any five-consecutive-
minute period when fuel does not flow to the combustion turbine. (Rule
20.3(d)(1).)

Shutdown—For purposes of determining compliance with the emission limits of
this permit, a shutdown period is the 11 minute period preceding the
moment at which fuel flow ceases. (Rule 20.3(d)(1).)

Startup—A startup period is the period of time that begins when fuel flows to the
combustion turbine following a non-operational period. For purposes of
determining compliance with the emission limits of this permit, the
duration of a startup period shall not exceed 30 consecutive minutes.
(Rule 20.3(d)(1).)

Tuning—The tuning process is defined as adjustments to the combustion or
emission control system that involves operating the combustion turbine
or emission control system in a manner such that the emissions control
equipment may not be fully effective or operational. Only one gas
turbine shall be tuned at any given time. Tuning events shall not
exceed 720 unit operating minutes in a calendar day nor exceed 40
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hours in a calendar year for each turbine. The district compliance
division shall be notified at least 24 hours in advance of any tuning
event. For purposes of this condition, the number of hours of tuning in
a calendar year is defined as the total unit operating minutes of tuning
during the calendar year divided by 60. (Rule 20.3(d)(1).)

Unit Operating Day—For each turbine, a unit operating day means any calendar
day in which the turbine combusts fuel.

Unit Operating Hour—For each turbine, a unit operating hour means any clock
hour in which the turbine combusts fuel for any part of the hour or for
the entire hour.

Unit Operating Minute—For each turbine, a unit operating minute means any
clock minute in which the turbine combusts any fuel.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

We recommend implementation of the following conditions of certification
(identified as the AQ-SCx series of conditions) to provide CEQA mitigation for
this project.

AQ-SC1 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Manager (AQCMM): The project
owner shall designate and retain an on-site AQCMM who shall be
responsible for directing and documenting compliance with conditions
AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4 and AQ-SC5 for the entire duration of project site
construction. The on-site AQCMM may delegate responsibilities to
one or more AQCMM delegates. The AQCMM and AQCMM delegates
shall have full access to all areas of construction on the project site,
and shall have the authority to stop any or all construction activities as
warranted by applicable construction mitigation conditions. The
AQCMM and AQCMM delegates may have other responsibilities in
addition to those described in this condition. The AQCMM shall not be
terminated without written consent of the compliance project manager
(CPM).

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the
project owner shall submit to the CPM for approval the name, resume,
qualifications, and contact information for the on-site AQCMM and all AQCMM
delegates. The AQCMM and all delegates must be approved by the CPM before
the start of ground disturbance.

AQ-SC2 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP): The project owner
shall provide, for approval, an AQCMP that details the steps to be
taken and the reporting requirements necessary to ensure compliance
with Conditions of Certification AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4 and AQ-SC5.
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Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of any ground disturbance, the
project owner shall submit the AQCMP to the CPM for approval. The CPM will
notify the project owner of any necessary modifications to the plan within 30 days
from the date of receipt. The AQCMP must be approved by the CPM before the
start of ground disturbance.

AQ-SC3 Construction Fugitive Dust Control: The AQCMM shall submit
documentation to the CPM in each monthly compliance report (MCR)
that demonstrates compliance with the Air Quality Construction
Mitigation Plan (AQCMP) mitigation measures for purposes of
minimizing fugitive dust emission creation from construction activities
and preventing all fugitive dust plumes from leaving the project’s
boundary. The following fugitive dust mitigation measures shall be
included in the AQCMP required by AQ-SC2, and any deviation from
the AQCMP mitigation measures shall require prior CPM notification
and approval.

a. The main access roads through the facility to the power block
areas will be either paved or stabilized using soil binders, or
equivalent methods, to provide a stabilized surface that is similar
for the purposes of dust control to paving, that may or may not
include a crushed rock (gravel or similar material with fines
removed) top layer, prior to initiating construction in the main
power block area, and delivery areas for operations materials
(chemical, replacement parts, etc.) will be paved prior to taking
initial deliveries.

b. All unpaved construction roads and unpaved operation site roads,
as they are being constructed, shall be stabilized with a non-toxic
soil stabilizer or soil weighting agent that can be determined to be
both as efficient or more efficient for fugitive dust control as ARB
approved soil stabilizers, and shall not increase any other
environmental impacts including loss of vegetation to areas
beyond where the soil stabilizers are being applied for dust
control. All other disturbed areas in the project construction site
shall be watered as frequently as necessary during grading; and
after active construction activities shall be stabilized with a non-
toxic soil stabilizer or soil weighting agent, or alternative approved
soil stabilizing methods, in order to comply with the dust mitigation
objectives of Condition of Certification AQ-SC4. The frequency of
watering can be reduced or eliminated during periods of
precipitation.

c. No vehicle shall exceed 10 miles per hour on unpaved areas
within the construction site, with the exception that vehicles may
travel up to 25 miles per hour on stabilized unpaved roads as long
as such speeds do not create visible dust emissions.
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The construction site entrances shall be posted with visible speed
limit signs.

All construction equipment vehicle tires shall be inspected and
washed as necessary to be free of dirt prior to entering paved
roadways.

Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length must be provided at the
tire washing/cleaning station.

All unpaved exits from the construction site shall be graveled or
treated to prevent track-out to public roadways.

All construction vehicles shall enter the construction site through
the treated entrance roadways unless an alternative route has
been submitted to and approved by the CPM.

Construction areas adjacent to any paved roadway below the
grade of the surrounding construction area or otherwise directly
impacted by sediment from site drainage shall be provided with
sandbags or other equivalently effective measures to prevent run-
off to roadways, or other similar run-off control measures as
specified in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP),
only when such SWPPP measures are necessary so that the
condition does not conflict with the requirements of the SWPPP.

All paved roads within the construction site shall be swept daily or
as needed (less during periods of precipitation) on days when
construction activity occurs to prevent the accumulation of dirt and
debris.

At least the first 500 feet of any paved public roadway exiting the
construction site or exiting other unpaved roads en route from the
construction site or construction staging areas shall be swept as
needed (less during periods of precipitation) on days when
construction activity occurs or on any other day when dirt or run-
off resulting from the construction site activities is visible on the
public paved roadways.

All soil storage piles and disturbed areas that remain inactive for
longer than 10 days shall be covered or treated with appropriate
dust suppressant compounds.

. All vehicles that are used to transport solid bulk material on public
roadways and that have the potential to cause visible emissions
shall be provided with a cover, or the materials shall be
sufficiently wetted and loaded onto the trucks in a manner to
provide at least two feet of freeboard.

Wind erosion control techniques (such as windbreaks, water,
chemical dust suppressants, and/or vegetation) shall be used on
all construction areas that may be disturbed. Any windbreaks
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installed to comply with this condition shall remain in place until
the soil is stabilized or permanently covered with vegetation.

Verification: The AQCMM shall provide the CPM a Monthly Compliance
Report to include the following to demonstrate control of fugitive dust emissions:

A. a summary of all actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition;

B. Copies of any complaints filed with the air district or facility representatives in
relation to project construction; and

C. Any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM or AQCMM to verify
compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via
electronic format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC4 Dust Plume Response Requirement: The AQCMM or an AQCMM

delegate shall monitor all construction activities for visible dust
plumes. Observations of visible dust plumes that have the potential to
be transported off the project site and within 400 feet upwind of any
regularly occupied structures not owned by the project owner indicates
that existing mitigation measures are not resulting in effective
mitigation. The AQCMP shall include a section detailing how the
additional mitigation measures will be accomplished within the time
limits specified. The AQCMM or delegate shall implement the
following procedures for additional mitigation measures in the event
that such visible dust plumes are observed:

Step 1:

Step 2:

Step 3:

The AQCMM or delegate shall direct more intensive
application of the existing mitigation methods within 15
minutes of making such a determination.

The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct implementation of
additional methods of dust suppression if Step 1 specified
above fails to result in adequate mitigation within 30 minutes
of the original determination.

The AQCMM or delegate shall direct a temporary shutdown
of the activity causing the emissions if Step 2 specified
above fails to result in effective mitigation within one hour of
the original determination. The activity shall not restart until
the AQCMM or delegate is satisfied that appropriate
additional mitigation or other site conditions have changed
so that visual dust plumes will not result upon restarting the
shutdown activity. The owner/operator may appeal to the
CPM any directive from the AQCMM or delegate to shut
down an activity, provided that the shutdown shall go into
effect within one hour of the original determination, unless
overruled by the CPM before that time.
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Verification: The AQCMM shall provide the CPM a Monthly Compliance
Report to include:

A. a summary of all actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition;

B.

C.

copies of any complaints filed with the district or facility representatives in
relation to project construction; and

any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM and AQCMM to
verify compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via
electronic format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC5 Diesel-Fueled Engine Control: The AQCMM shall submit to the CPM,

in the Monthly Compliance Report, a table that demonstrates
compliance with the AQCMP mitigation measures for purposes of
controlling diesel construction-related combustion emissions. Any
deviation from the AQCMP mitigation measures requires prior CPM
notification and approval.

All off-road diesel construction equipment used in the construction of
this facility shall be powered by the cleanest engines available that
also comply with the ARB’s Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel
Fleets and shall be included in the Air Quality Construction Mitigation
Plan (AQCMP) required by AQ-SC2. The AQCMP measures shall
include the following, with the lowest-emitting engine chosen in each
case, as available:

a. All off-road vehicles with compression ignition engines shall
comply with the ARB’s Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel
Fleets (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 13, art. 4.8, Ch. 9, §2449 et. seq.)

b. To meet the highest level of emissions reduction available for the
engine family of the equipment, each piece of diesel-powered
equipment shall be powered by a Tier 4 engine (without add-on
controls) or Tier 4i engine (without ad-on controls), or a Tier 3
engine with a post-combustion retrofit device verified by the ARB
or the US EPA. For PM, the retrofit device shall be a particulate
filter if verified, or a flow-through filter, or at least an oxidation
catalyst. For NOx, the device shall meet the latest Mark level
verified to be available.

c. For diesel powered equipment where the requirements of Part “b”
cannot be met, the equipment shall be equipped with a Tier 3
engine without retrofit control devices or with a Tier 2 or lower Tier
engine using retrofit controls verified by ARB or US EPA as the
best available control device to reduce exhaust emissions of PM
and nitrogen oxides (NOx) unless certified by engine
manufacturers or the on-site AQCMM that the use of such
devices is not practical for specific engine types. For purposes of
this condition, the use of such devices can be considered “not
practical” for the following, as well as other, reasons:
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1. There is no available retrofit control device that has been
verified by either the California Air Resources Board or U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency to control the engine in
question and the highest level of available control using retrofit
or Tier 1 engines is being used for the engine in question; or

2. The use of the retrofit device would unduly restrict the vision of
the operator such that the vehicle would be unsafe to operate
because the device would impair the operator’s vision to the
front, sides, or rear of the vehicle, or

3. The construction equipment is intended to be on site for 10
work days or less.

The CPM may grant relief from a requirement in Part “b” or “c” if
the AQCMM can demonstrate a good faith effort to comply with
the requirement and that compliance is not practical.

The use of a retrofit control device may be terminated
immediately provided that the CPM is informed within 10 working
days of the termination and a replacement for the equipment item
in question meeting the level of control required occurs within 10
work days of termination of the use (if the equipment would be
needed to continue working at this site for more than 15 work
days after the use of the retrofit control device is terminated) if
one of the following conditions exists:

1. The use of the retrofit control device is excessively reducing
the normal availability of the construction equipment due to
increased down time for maintenance, and/or reduced power
output due to an excessive increase in exhaust back pressure.

2. The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected
to cause engine damage.

3. The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected
to cause a substantial risk to workers or the public.

4. Any other seriously detrimental cause which has the approval
of the CPM prior to implementation of the termination.

All equipment with engines meeting the requirements above shall
be properly maintained and the engines tuned to the engine
manufacturer’s specifications. Each engine shall be in its original
configuration and the equipment or engine must be replaced if it
exceeds the manufacturer's approved oil consumption rate.

Construction equipment will employ electric motors when feasible.

If the requirements detailed above cannot be met, the AQCMM
shall certify that a good faith effort was made to meet these
requirements and this determination must be approved by the
CPM.
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i. All off-road diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the
facility shall have clearly visible tags issued by the on-site
AQCMM showing that the engine meets the conditions set forth
herein.

Verification: The AQCMM shall include in the MCR the following to
demonstrate control of diesel construction-related emissions:

A. A summary of all actions taken to control diesel construction related
emissions;

B. A list of all heavy equipment used on site during that month, showing the tier
level of each engine and the basis for alternative compliance with this
condition for each engine not meeting Part “b” requirements. The list shall
include the owner of the equipment and a letter from each owner indicating
that the equipment has been properly maintained; and

C. Any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM and AQCMM to
verify compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via
electronic format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC6 The project owner shall provide the CPM copies of all district issued
Authority-to-Construct (ATC) and Permit-to-Operate (PTO) documents
for the facility. The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review
and approval any modification proposed by the project owner to any
project air permit. The project owner shall submit to the CPM any
modification to any permit proposed by the district or U.S. EPA, and
any revised permit issued by the district or U.S. EPA, for the project.

Verification: The project owner shall submit any ATC, PTO, and proposed air
permit modifications to the CPM within five working days of its submittal either
by: 1) the project owner to an agency, or 2) receipt of proposed modifications
from an agency. The project owner shall submit all modified air permits to the
CPM within 15 days of receipt.

AQ-SC7 The project owner shall provide emission reductions in the form of
offsets or emission reduction credits (ERCs) in the quantities of at
least 70.4 tons/year NOx, 19.4 tons/year VOC, 37.2 tons/year PM10,
and 4.1 tons/year SOx emissions. The project owner shall
demonstrate that the reductions are provided in the form required by
the district.

The project owner shall surrender the ERCs from among those that
are listed in the district's Final Determination of Compliance
Conditions or a modified list, as allowed by this condition. If additional
ERCs are submitted, the project owner shall submit an updated table
including the additional ERCs to the CPM. The project owner shall
request CPM approval for any substitutions, modifications, or
additions to the listed credits.
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The CPM, in consultation with the district, may approve any such
change to the ERC list provided that the project remains in
compliance with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards, and that the requested change(s) will not cause the project
to result in a significant environmental impact. The district must also
confirm that each requested change is consistent with applicable
federal and state laws and regulations.

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM records showing that
the project’s offset requirements have been met prior to initiating construction. If
the CPM approves a substitution or modification to the list of ERCs, the CPM
shall file a statement of the approval with the project owner and Commission
docket. The CPM shall maintain an updated list of approved ERCs for the
project.

AQ-SC8 The project owner shall submit to the CPM Quarterly Operation
Reports, following the end of each calendar quarter, that include
operational and emissions information as necessary to demonstrate
compliance with the conditions of certification herein. The Quarterly
Operation Report shall specifically note or highlight incidences of
noncompliance.

Verification: The project owner shall submit the Quarterly Operation Reports
to the CPM and APCO no later than 30 days following the end of each calendar
quarter.

District Final Determination Of Compliance Conditions

The following SDAPCD Conditions (AQ-1 to AQ-79) apply to each unit of
equipment, and the proposed PPEC facility as a whole.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

AQ-1 This equipment shall be properly maintained and kept in good
operating condition at all times, and, to the extent practicable, the
project owner shall maintain and operate the equipment and any
associated air pollution control equipment in a manner consistent with
good air pollution control practices for minimizing emissions. (Rule 21
and 40 CFR §60.11.)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-2 The project owner shall operate the project in accordance with all data
and specifications submitted with the application under which this
license is issued and District Application No. APCD2010-APP-001251.
(Rule 14.)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.
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AQ-3 The project owner shall provide access, facilities, utilities, and any
necessary safety equipment, with the exception of personal protective
equipment requiring individual fitting and specialized training, for
source testing and inspection upon request of the Air Pollution Control
District. (Rule 19.)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide facilities, utilities, and safety
equipment for source testing and inspections upon request of the District, ARB,
and the Energy Commission.

AQ-4 The project owner shall obtain any necessary District permits for all
ancillary combustion equipment including emergency engines, prior to
on-site delivery of the equipment. (Rule 10.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit any proposed air permit
modification to the CPM within five working days of its submittal either by 1) the
project owner to an agency, or 2) receipt of proposed modifications from an
agency.

AQ-5 Prior to the initial startup date for any of the three combustion
turbines, the project owner shall surrender to the District Class A
Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs) in an amount equivalent to 84.5
tons per year of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) to offset the net maximum
allowable increase of 70.4 tons per year of NOx emissions for the
three combustion turbines described in District Application No.
APCD2010-APP-001251. (Rule 20.3(d)(8).)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM, within 15 days of
ERC surrender to the District, information demonstrating compliance with this
condition.

AQ-6 A rolling 12-calendar-month period is one of a series of successive
consecutive 12-calendar-month periods. The initial 12-month-calendar
period of such a series shall begin on the first day of the month in
which the applicable beginning date for that series occurs as specified
in this permit. (Rule 20.3 (d)(3), Rule 20.3(d)(8) and Rule 21.)

Verification:  The project owner shall make site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-7 Pursuant to 40 CFR §72.30(b)(2)(ii) of the Federal Acid Rain Program,
the project owner shall submit an application for a Title IV Operating
Permit at least 24 months prior to the initial startup of the combustion
turbines. (40 CFR Part 72.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM copies of the acid
rain permit application within five working days of its submittal by the project
owner to the District.
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AQ-8 The project owner shall comply with all applicable provisions of 40
CFR Part 73, including requirements to acquire, hold and retire sulfur
dioxide (SO3) allowances. (40 CFR Part 73.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM and the District the
CTG annual operating data and SO, allowance information demonstrating
compliance with all applicable provisions of 40 CFR 73 as part of the Quarterly
Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-9 All records required by this permit shall be maintained on site for a
minimum of five years and made available to the District upon
request. (Rule 21.)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-10 NOT USED
AQ-11  NOT USED
AQ-12 NOT USED
AQ-13 NOT USED
AQ-14 NOT USED
AQ-15 NOT USED
AQ-16 NOT USED

ComMBUSTION TURBINE CONDITIONS
General Conditions

AQ-17 The exhaust stacks for each combustion turbine shall be at least 100
feet in height above site base elevation. (Rules 20.3(d)(2) and 1200.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the District and the CPM for
review the exhaust stack specification at least 60 days before the installation of
the stack.

AQ-18 The combustion turbines shall be fired on Public Utility Commission
(PUC) quality natural gas. The permittee shall maintain, on site,
quarterly records of the natural gas sulfur content (grains of sulfur
compounds per 100 dscf of natural gas) and hourly records of the
higher and lower heating values (btu/scf) of the natural gas; and
provide records to District personnel upon request. (Rule 20.3(d)(1).)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the quarterly fuel sulfur content
values in the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8) and make the site available
for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.
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AQ-19 Unless otherwise specified in this permit or the District approved
CEMS Protocol, all continuous monitoring data shall be collected at
least once every minute. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1).)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

Emission Limits

AQ-20 For purposes of determining compliance with emission limits based on
source testing, the average of three subtests shall be used. For
purposes of determining compliance with emission limits based on a
Continuous Emission Monitoring System (CEMS), data collected in
accordance with the CEMS Protocol shall be used and the averages
for averaging periods specified herein shall be calculated as specified
in the CEMS Protocol. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR
Part 60 Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  Source test results demonstrating compliance with this condition
shall be provided to the CPM and are due within the timeframes specified in
Conditions AQ-48 and AQ-49. CEMS data summaries shall be submitted to the
CPM as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-21 For purposes of determining compliance with emission limits based on
CEMS data, all CEMS calculations, averages, and aggregates shall
be performed in accordance with the CEMS Protocol approved in
writing by the District. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR
Part 60 Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification: = CEMS data summaries shall be submitted to the CPM as part of
the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-22 NOT USED

AQ-23 When a combustion turbine is combusting fuel (operating), the
emission concentration of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), calculated as
nitrogen dioxide (NO), shall not exceed 2.5 parts per million by
volume on a dry basis (ppmvd) corrected to 15 percent oxygen
averaged over a 1-clock-hour period, except during commissioning,
startup and shutdown periods for that turbine. (Rule 20.3(d)(1).)

Verification: The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to
demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly
Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-24 When a combustion turbine is operating, the emission concentration
of carbon monoxide (CO) shall not exceed 4.0 ppmvd corrected to 15
percent oxygen, averaged over a 1-clock-hour period, except during
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commissioning, startup, and shutdown periods for that turbine. (Rule
20.3(d)(1).)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to
demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation
Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-25 When a combustion turbine is operating, the volatile organic
compound (VOC) concentration, calculated as methane, measured in
the exhaust stack, shall not exceed 2.0 ppmvd corrected to 15 percent
oxygen, except during commissioning, startup, and shutdown periods
for that turbine. For purposes of determining compliance based on the
CEMS, the District approved VOC/CO surrogate relationship, the CO
CEMS data, averaged over a 1-clock-hour period be used. The
VOC/CO surrogate relationship shall be verified and/or modified, if
necessary, based on source testing. (Rule 20.3(d)(1).)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide the CEMS data, using the
appropriate VOC/CO surrogate relationship, to demonstrate compliance with this
condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-26 When a combustion turbine is operating, the ammonia concentration
(ammonia slip), shall not exceed 5.0 ppmvd corrected to 15 percent
oxygen, except during commissioning, startup, and shutdown periods
for that turbine. (Rule 1200.)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide the estimated ammonia
concentrations and ammonia emissions based on the annual source test data,
the CEMS data and SCR ammonia flow data to demonstrate compliance with this
condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-27 When a combustion turbine is operating with post-combustion air
pollution control equipment that controls oxides of nitrogen (NOx)
emissions, the emission concentration NOy, calculated as nitrogen
dioxide (NOy), shall not exceed 13.9 ppmvd calculated over each
clock-hour period and corrected to 15 percent oxygen, except during
startup and shutdown periods, as defined in Rule 69.3.1. This limit
does not apply during any period in which the facility is subject to a
variance from the emission limits contained in Rule 69.3.1. (Rule
69.3.1.)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to
demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation
Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-28 When a combustion turbine is operating without any post-combustion
air pollution control equipment that controls oxides of nitrogen (NOx)
emissions, the emission concentration of NOx calculated as nitrogen
dioxide (NO;) from each turbine shall not exceed 23.2 parts per million
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by volume on a dry basis (ppmvd) calculated over each clock-hour
period and corrected to 15 percent oxygen, except during startup and
shutdown periods, as defined in Rule 69.3.1. This limit does not apply
during any period in which the facility is subject to a variance from the
emission limits contained in Rule 69.3.1. (Rule 69.3.1.)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to
demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation
Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-29

When a combustion turbine is operating, the emission concentration
of oxides of nitrogen (NOyx), calculated as nitrogen dioxide (NO) shall
not exceed 42 ppmvd calculated over each clock-hour period and
corrected to 15 percent oxygen, on a dry basis, except during startup
and shutdown periods, as defined in Rule 69.3. This limit does not
apply during any period in which the facility is subject to a variance
from the emission limits contained in Rule 69.3. (Rule 69.3.)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to
demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation
Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-30

For each rolling 4-unit-operating-hour period, average emission
concentration of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) for each turbine calculated
as nitrogen dioxide (NOy) in parts per million by volume dry (ppmvd)
corrected to 15 percent oxygen or, alternatively, as elected by the
permittee, the average NOx emission rate in pounds per megawatt-
hour (Ib/MWh) shall not exceed an average emission limit calculated
in accordance with 40 CFR Section 60.4380(b)(3). The emission
concentration and emission rate averages shall be calculated in
accordance with 40 CFR Section 60.4380(b)(1). The average
emission concentration limit and emission rate limit shall be based on
an average of hourly emission limits over the 4-unit-operating-hour
period. The hourly emission concentration limit and emission rate limit
shall be 15 ppmvd corrected to 15 percent oxygen and 0.43 Ib/MWh,
respectively at all times during the clock hour. The averages shall
exclude all clock hours occurring before the Initial Emission Source
Test but shall include emissions during all other times that the
equipment is operating including, but not limited to, emissions during
startup and shutdown periods. For each six-calendar-month period,
emissions in excess of these limits and monitor downtime shall be
identified in accordance with 40 CFR Sections 60.4350 and
60.4380(b)(2), except that Section 60.4350(c) shall not apply for
identifying periods in excess of a NOx concentration limit. (40 CFR
Part 60 Subpart KKKK.)
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Verification: @ The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to
demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation
Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-31 The emissions of particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in
diameter (PM10) shall not exceed 5.5 pounds per hour for each
combustion turbine. (Rule 20.3(d)(2).)

Verification:  Source tests demonstrating compliance with this condition shall
be provided to the CPM and are due within the timeframes specified in
Conditions AQ-48 and AQ-49.

AQ-32 The discharge of particulate matter from the exhaust stack of each
combustion turbine shall not exceed 0.10 grains per dry standard
cubic foot (0.23 grams/dscm). The District may require periodic testing
to verify compliance with this standard. (Rule 53.)

Verification: Source tests demonstrating compliance with this condition shall
be provided to the CPM and are due within the timeframes specified in
Conditions AQ-48 and AQ-49.

AQ-33 Visible emissions from the lube oil vents and the exhaust stack of
each combustion turbine shall not exceed 20 percent opacity for more
than three minutes in any period of 60 consecutive minutes. (Rule 50.)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-34 Mass emissions from each combustion turbine of oxides of nitrogen
(NOy), calculated as NO3; carbon monoxide (CO); and volatile organic
compounds (VOC), calculated as methane, shall not exceed the
following limits, except during commissioning, startup, and shutdown
periods for that turbine. A 1-clock-hour averaging period for these
limits shall apply to CEMS data.

Pollutant Emission Limit, Ib/hour
a. NOx 8.2
b. CO 8.0
c. VOC 2.3

(Rule 20.3(d)(2).)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM operating data to
demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation
Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-35 Excluding any minutes that are coincident with a shutdown period,
cumulative mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), calculated as
NO_; carbon monoxide (CO); and volatile organic compounds (VOC),
calculated as methane, during a combustion turbine’s startup period
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shall not exceed the following limits during any startup period, except
during that turbine’s commissioning period.

Pollutant Emission Limit, Ib/event
a. NOx 22.5
b. CO 17.9
c. VOC 4.7

(Rule 20.3(d)(1).)

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM operating data to
demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation
Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-36 Cumulative mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), calculated as
NOg; carbon monoxide (CO); and volatile organic compounds (VOC),
calculated as methane, during a combustion turbine’s shutdown
period shall not exceed the following limits during any shutdown
period, except during that turbine’s commissioning period.

Pollutant Emission Limit, Ib/event
a. NOx 6.0
b. CO 47.0
c. VOC 3.0

(Rule 20.3(d)(1).)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM operating data to
demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation
Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-37 The oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions from each combustion turbine
shall not exceed 50 pounds per hour and total aggregate NOx
emissions from all combustion turbines combined shall not exceed
150 pounds per hour, calculated as nitrogen dioxide and measured
over each 1-clock-hour period. These emission limits shall apply
during all times one or more turbines are operating, including, but not
limited to, emissions during commissioning, startup, and shutdown
periods. (Rule 20.3(d)(2).)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to
demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation
Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-38 The carbon monoxide (CO) emissions from each combustion turbine
shall not exceed 75 pounds per hour and total aggregate CO
emissions from all combustion turbines combined shall not exceed
225 pounds per hour measured over each 1-clock-hour period. This
emission limit shall apply during all times that one or more turbines
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are operating, including, but not limited to emissions during
commissioning, startup, and shutdown periods. (Rule 20.3(d)(2)(i).)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to
demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation
Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-39 Beginning with the earlier of the initial startup dates for any
combustion turbine, aggregate emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx),
calculated as nitrogen dioxide (NO;); carbon monoxide (CO); volatile
organic compounds (VOCs), calculated as methane; particulate
matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter (PM10); and
oxides of sulfur (SOx), calculated as sulfur dioxide (SO,), from the
combustion turbines described in District Application No. APCD2010-
APP-001251, except emissions from emission units excluded from the
calculation of aggregate potential to emit as specified in Rule 20.1 (d)
(1), shall not exceed the following limits for each rolling 12-calendar-
month period:

Pollutant Emission Limit, tons per year
a. NOx 704
b. CO 96.4
c. VOC 194
d. PM10 35.8
e. SOx 4.1

The aggregate emissions of each pollutant shall include emissions
during all times that the equipment is operating including, but not
limited to, emissions during commissioning, startup, and shutdown
periods. (Rules 20.3(d)(3), 20.3(d)(8) and 21.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM and the District the
facility annual operating and emissions data demonstrating compliance with this
condition as part of the fourth quarter’s Quarterly Operation Report (AQ-SC8).

AQ-40 The cooling tower shall be equipped with a mist eliminator designed to
achieve a drift rate of 0.001 percent or less. Not later than 90 calendar
days prior to the start of construction, the project owner shall submit to
the District the final selection, design parameters and details of the
mist eliminator. In addition, the maximum total dissolved solids (TDS)
concentration of the water used in the cooling tower shall not exceed
5,600 ppm. The TDS concentration shall be verified through quarterly
testing of the water by a certified lab using an EPA approved method.
(Rule 20.3(d)(1).)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and
District for approval final selection, design parameters and details of the cooling
tower mist eliminator at least 90 days prior to the start of construction. The
project owner shall provide cooling water testing data in compliance with this

6.2-39
Air Quality



condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8). The project
owner shall make the site available for inspection of records by representatives
of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-41 For each calendar month, the project owner shall maintain records, as
applicable, on a calendar monthly basis, of mass emissions during
each calendar month of NOyx, calculated as NO,; CO; VOCs,
calculated as methane; PM10; and SOy, calculated as SO, in tons,
from each emission unit described in District Application No.
APCD2010-APP-001251, except for emissions from emission units
excluded from the calculation of aggregate potential to emit as
specified in Rule 20.1 (d) (1). These records shall be made available
for inspection within 15 calendar days after the end of each calendar
month. The recorded emissions shall be calculated in accordance with
an emission calculation protocol approved by the District. A proposed
emission calculation protocol to calculate the emissions from each
emission unit shall be submitted to the District for approval not later
than 90 calendar days before the earlier of the initial startup dates for
either of the three combustion turbines. Where applicable, this
protocol may rely in whole or in part on the CEMS Protocol or other
monitoring protocols required by this permit. (Rules 20.3(d)(3),
20.3(d)(8) and 21.)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide emissions summary data in
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-
SC8). The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records by
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-42 For each calendar month and each rolling 12-calendar-month period,
the project owner shall maintain records, as applicable, on a calendar
monthly basis, of aggregate mass emissions of NOx, calculated as
NO,; CO; VOCs, calculated as methane; PM10; and SOy, calculated
as SOy, in tons from all the emission units described in District
Application No. APCD2010-APP-001251 combined, except for
emissions from emission units excluded from the calculation of
aggregate potential to emit as specified in Rule 20.1 (d) (1). These
records shall be made available for inspection within 15 calendar days
after the end of each calendar month. (Rules 20.3(d)(3), 20.3(d)(8)
and 21.)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide emissions summary data in
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-
SC8). The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records by
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.
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Ammonia — SCR (and CO catalyst)

AQ-43 Not later than 90 calendar days prior to the start of construction, the
project owner shall submit to the District the final selection, design
parameters and details of the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) and
oxidation catalyst emission control systems for the combustion
turbines including, but not limited to, the minimum ammonia injection
temperature for the SCR; the catalyst volume, space velocity and area
velocity at full load; and control efficiencies of the SCR and the
oxidation catalyst CO at temperatures between 100 °F and 1000 °F at
space velocities corresponding to 100 percent load. Such information
may be submitted to the District as trade secret and confidential
pursuant to District Rules 175 and 176. (Rules 20.3(d)(1) and 14.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and
District for approval final selection, design parameters and details of the SCR
and oxidation catalyst emission control systems at least 90 days prior to the start
of construction.

AQ-44 When a combustion turbine is operating, ammonia shall be injected at
all times that the associated selective catalytic reduction (SCR)
system outlet temperature is 575 degrees Fahrenheit or greater.
(Rules 20.3(d)(1).)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-45 Continuous monitors shall be installed on each SCR system prior to
their initial operation to monitor or calculate, and record the ammonia
solution injection rate in pounds per hour and the SCR outlet
temperature in degrees Fahrenheit for each unit operating minute.
The monitors shall be installed, calibrated and maintained in
accordance with a District approved protocol, which may be part of the
CEMS Protocol. This protocol, which shall include the calculation
methodology, shall be submitted to the District for written approval at
least 90 calendar days prior to initial startup of the gas turbines with
the SCR system. The monitors shall be in full operation at all times
when the turbine is in operation. (Rules 20.3(d)(1).)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
District for approval a turbine operation and ammonia injection rate monitoring
protocol in compliance with this condition at least 90 days prior to the initial
startup.

AQ-46 Except during periods when the ammonia injection system is being
tuned or one or more ammonia injection systems is in manual control
for compliance with applicable permit conditions, the automatic
ammonia injection system serving the SCR system shall be in
operation in accordance with manufacturer's specifications at all times
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when ammonia is being injected into the SCR system. Manufacturer
specifications shall be maintained on site and made available to
District personnel upon request. (Rules 20.3(d)(1).)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-47 The concentration of ammonia solution used in the ammonia injection
system shall be less than 20 percent ammonia by weight. Records of
ammonia solution concentration shall be maintained on site and made
available to District personnel upon request. (Rule 14.)

Verification:  The project owner shall maintain on site and provide on request
of the CPM or District the ammonia delivery records that demonstrate
compliance with this condition.

Testing

AQ-48 All source test or other tests required by this permit shall be performed
by the District or by an independent contractor and witnessed by the
District. Unless otherwise specified in this permit or authorized in
writing by the District, if testing will be performed by an independent
contractor, a proposed test protocol shall be submitted to the District
for written approval at least 60 calendar days prior to source testing.
Additionally, the District shall be notified a minimum of 30 calendar
days prior to the test so that observers may be present unless
otherwise authorized in writing by the District. (Rules 20.3(d)(1) and
1200 and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK and 40 CFR §60.8.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
District for approval the initial source test protocol at least 60 days prior to the
initial source test. The project owner shall notify the CPM and District no later
than 30 days prior to the proposed source test date and time.

AQ-49 Unless otherwise specified in this permit or authorized in writing by the
District, within 45 calendar days after completion of a source test or
RATA performed by an independent contractor, a final test report shall
be submitted to the District for review and approval. (Rules 20.3(d)(1)
and 1200 and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, 40 CFR §60.8, and 40
CFR Part 75.)

Verification: The project owner will submit all RATA or source test reports to
the CPM for review and the District for approval within 45 days of the completion
of those tests.

AQ-50 The exhaust stacks for each combustion turbine shall be equipped
with source test ports and platforms to allow for the measurement and
collection of stack gas samples consistent with all approved test
protocols. The ports and platforms shall be constructed in accordance

6.2-42
Air Quality



with District Method 3A, Figure 2, and approved by the District. Ninety
calendar days prior to construction of the turbine stacks the project
owner shall provide to the District for written approval detailed plan
drawings of the turbine stacks that show the sampling ports and
demonstrate compliance with the requirements of this condition. (Rule
20.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and
District for approval a stack test port and platform plan at least 90 days before
the construction of the turbine stacks.

AQ-51

Not later than 60 calendar days after completion of the commissioning
period for each combustion turbine, an Initial Emissions Source Test
shall be conducted on that turbine to demonstrate compliance with the
NOx, CO, VOC, PM10, and ammonia emission standards of this
permit. The source test protocol shall comply with all of the following
requirements:

a. Measurements of NOx and CO concentrations and emissions and
oxygen (O2) concentration shall be conducted in accordance with
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) methods 7E, 10,
and 3A, respectively, and District source test Method 100, or
alternative methods approved by the District and EPA.

b. Measurement of VOC emissions shall be conducted in
accordance with EPA Methods 25A and/or 18, or alternative
methods approved by the District and EPA.

c. Measurements of ammonia emissions shall be conducted in
accordance with Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Method ST-1B or an alternative method approved by the District
and EPA.

d. Measurements of PM10 emissions shall be conducted in
accordance with EPA Method 5 and 202 or alternative methods
approved by the District and EPA. For purposes of this permit, all
the particulate matter measured shall be considered to be PM10.

e. Source testing shall be performed at the normal load level, as
specified in 40 CFR Part 75 Appendix A Section 6.5.2.1 (d),
provided it is not less than 80 percent of the combustion turbine’s
rated load unless it is demonstrated to the satisfaction of the
District that the combustion turbine cannot operate under these
conditions. If the demonstration is accepted, then emissions
source testing shall be performed at the highest achievable
continuous power level. The District may specify additional testing
at different load levels or operational conditions to ensure
compliance with the emission limits of this permit and District
Rules and Regulations.
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f. Measurements of particulate matter emissions shall be conducted
in accordance with SDAPCD Method 5 or an alternative method
approved by the District and EPA.

g. Measurements of opacity shall be conducted in accordance with
EPA Method 9 or an alternative method approved by the District
and EPA.

h. Unless otherwise authorized in writing by the District, testing for
NOx, CO, VOC, PM10, and ammonia concentrations and
emissions, as applicable, shall be conducted concurrently with the
NOx and CO continuous emission measurement system (CEMS)
Relative Accuracy Test Audit (RATA).

(Rules 20.3(d)(1) and 1200.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
District for approval the initial source test protocol and source test report within
the timeframes specified in Conditions AQ-48 and AQ-49.

AQ-52 A renewal source test and a NOx and CO Relative Accuracy Test
Audit (RATA) shall be periodically conducted on each combustion
turbine to demonstrate compliance with the NOx, CO, VOC and
ammonia emission standards of this permit and applicable relative
accuracy requirements for the CEMS systems using District approved
methods. The renewal source test and the NOx and CO RATAs shall
be conducted in accordance with the applicable RATA frequency
requirements of 40 CFR75, Appendix B, Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.3. The
renewal source test shall be conducted in accordance with a protocol
complying with all the applicable requirements of the source test
protocol for the Initial Emissions Source Test. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and
20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
District for approval the periodic RATA and source test protocols, and RATA
source test reports within the timeframes specified in Conditions AQ-48 and AQ-
49.

AQ-53 Relative Accuracy Test Audits (RATAs) and all other required
certification tests shall be performed and completed on the NOx CEMS in
accordance with applicable provisions of 40 CFR Part 75 Appendix A and B and
40 CFR §60.4405 and on the CO CEMS in accordance with applicable provisions
of 40 CFR Part 60 Appendix B and F. (Rule 21, Rule 20.3 (d)(1), 40 CFR Part 60
Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The results and field data collected during source tests required
by this condition shall be submitted to the CPM for review and the District for
approval as required by Condition AQ-49.
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AQ-54 Not later than 60 calendar days after completion of the commissioning
period for each combustion turbine, an initial emission source test for
toxic air contaminants shall be conducted on that turbine to determine
the emissions of toxic air contaminants from the combustion turbines.
At a minimum the following compounds shall be tested for, and
emissions, if any, quantified:

Acetaldehyde
Acrolein
Benzene
Formaldehyde
Toluene

-~ 0o Q0 T W

Xylenes

This list of compounds may be adjusted by the District based on
source test results to ensure compliance with District Rule 1200 is
demonstrated. The District may require one or more or additional
compounds to be quantified through source testing as needed to
ensure compliance with Rule 1200. Within 60 calendar days after
completion of a source test performed by an independent contractor, a
final test report shall be submitted to the District for review and
approval. (Rule 1200.)

Verification:  The results and field data collected during source tests required
by this condition shall be submitted to the CPM for review and the District for
approval within 60 days of testing.

AQ-55 The District may require one or more of the following compounds, or
additional compounds, to be quantified through source testing
periodically to ensure compliance with rule 1200:

Acetaldehyde
Acrolein
Benzene
Formaldehyde
Toluene

-~ ® Q0 T o

Xylenes

If the District requires the permittee to perform this source testing, the
District shall request the testing in writing a reasonable period of time
prior to the testing date. (Rule 1200.)

Verification:  The results and field data collected during source tests required
by the District under this condition shall be submitted to the CPM for review and
the District for approval within 60 days of testing.
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AQ-56 The higher heating value of the combustion turbine fuel shall be
measured by ASTM D1826-94, Standard Test Method for Calorific
Value of Gases in Natural Gas Range by Continuous Recording
Calorimeter, or ASTM D1945-96, Standard Method for Analysis of
Natural Gas by Gas Chromatography, in conjunction with ASTM
D3588-98, Practice for Calculating Heat Value, Compressibility
Factor, and Relative Density of Gaseous Fuels, or an alternative test
method approved by the District and EPA. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and
20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-57 The sulfur content of the combustion turbine fuel shall be sampled not
less than once each calendar quarter in accordance with a protocol
approved by the District, which shall be submitted to the District for
approval not later than 90 calendar days before the earlier of the initial
startup dates for either of the three combustion turbines and
measured with ASTM D1072-90 (Reapproved 1994), Standard Test
Method for Total Sulfur in Fuel Gases; ASTM D3246-05, Standard
Test Method for Sulfur in Petroleum Gas by Oxidative
Microcoulometry; ASTM D4468-85 (Reapproved 2000), Standard
Test Method for Total Sulfur in Gaseous Fuels by Hydrogenolysis and
Rateometric Colorimetry; ASTM D6228-98 (Reapproved 2003),
Standard Test Method for Determination of Sulfur Compounds in
Natural Gas and Gaseous Fuels by Gas Chromatography and Flame
Photometric Detection; or ASTM D6667—-04, Standard Test Method for
Determination of Total Volatile Sulfur in Gaseous Hydrocarbons and
Liquefied Petroleum Gases by Ultraviolet Fluorescence or an
alternative test method approved by the District and EPA. Sulfur
content information provided by the local serving utility may be used to
satisfy this condition with the advanced written approval of the District
(Rule 20.3(d)(1), Rule 21, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

CONTINUOUS MONITORING

AQ-58 The project owner shall comply with the applicable continuous
emission monitoring requirements of 40 CFR Part 75. (40 CFR Part
75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall maintain a copy of the CEMS protocol
required by AQ-60 on site and provide it, other CEMS data, and the CEMS for
inspection on request by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.
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AQ-59

A continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS) shall be installed
on each combustion turbine and properly maintained and calibrated to
measure, calculate, and record the following, in accordance with the
District approved CEMS Protocol:

a.

Hourly average(s) concentration of oxides of nitrogen (NOx)
uncorrected and corrected to 15 percent oxygen, in parts per
million (ppmvd), necessary to demonstrate compliance with the
NOx limits of this permit;

Hourly average concentration of carbon monoxide (CO)
uncorrected and corrected to 15 percent oxygen, in parts per
million (ppmvd), necessary to demonstrate compliance with the
CO limits of this permit;

Percent oxygen (O;) in the exhaust gas for each unit operating
minute;

Hourly mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), in pounds;

Cumulative mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) in each
startup and shutdown period, in pounds;

Daily mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), in pounds;

Calendar monthly mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), in
pounds;

Rolling 4-unit-operating-hour average concentration of oxides of
nitrogen (NOx) corrected to 15 percent oxygen, in parts per million

(ppmvd);

Rolling 4-unit-operating-hour average oxides of nitrogen (NOx)
emission rate, in pounds per megawatt-hour (MWh);

Calendar quarter, calendar year, and rolling 12-calendar-month
period mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOyx), in tons;

Cumulative mass emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) in each
startup and shutdown period, in pounds;

Hourly mass emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), in pounds;
Daily mass emission of carbon monoxide (CO), in pounds;

Calendar monthly mass emission of carbon monoxide (CO), in
pounds;

Rolling 12-calendar-month period mass emission of carbon
monoxide (CO), in tons;

Average concentration of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and carbon
monoxide (CO) uncorrected and corrected to 15 percent oxygen,
in parts per million (ppmvd), during each unit operating minute;
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g. Average emission rate in pounds per hour of oxides of nitrogen
(NOx) and carbon monoxide (CO) during each unit operating
minute.

(Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart
KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
District for approval a CEMS protocol, as required by AQ-60, which includes
description of the methods of compliance with the requirements of this condition.
The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records and
equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-60 No later than 90 calendar days prior to initial startup of each
combustion turbine, the project owner shall submit a CEMS protocol
to the District, for written approval that shows how the CEMS will be
able to meet all District monitoring requirements. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1,
and 20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part
75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
District for approval a CEMS operating protocol at least 90 days prior to the initial
startup of each combustion turbine.

AQ-61 No later than the earlier of 90 unit operating days or 180 calendar
days after each combustion turbine commences commercial
operation, a Relative Accuracy Test Audit (RATA) and other required
certification tests shall be performed and completed on the turbine’s
NOx CEMS in accordance with 40 CFR Part 75 Appendix A and on
the CO CEMS in accordance with 40 CFR Part 60 Appendix B. The
RATAs shall demonstrate that the NOx and CO CEMS comply with
the applicable relative accuracy requirements. At least 60 calendar
days prior to the test date, the project owner shall submit a test
protocol to the District for written approval. Additionally, the District
and U.S. EPA shall be notified a minimum of 45 calendar days prior to
the test so that observers may be present. Within 45 calendar days of
completion of this test, a written test report shall be submitted to the
District for approval. For purposes of this condition, commences
commercial operation is defined as the first instance when power is
sold to the electrical grid. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1) and 40
CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
District for approval the RATA certification test protocol at least 60 days prior to
the RATA test and shall notify the CPM, the U.S. EPA and the District of the
RATA test date at least 45 days prior to conducting the RATA and other
certification tests. The project owner will submit all RATA or source test reports to
the CPM for review and the District for approval within 45 days of the completion
of those tests.
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AQ-62 A monitoring plan in conformance with 40 CFR 75.53 shall be
submitted to U.S EPA Region 9 and the District at least 45 calendar
days prior to the Relative Accuracy Test Audit (RATA), as required in
40 CFR 75.62. (40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
U.S. EPA and District for approval a monitoring plan in compliance with this
condition at least 45 days prior to the RATA test.

AQ-63 The oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and oxygen (Oz) components of the
CEMS shall be certified and maintained in accordance with applicable
Federal Regulations including the requirements of sections 75.10 and
75.12 of title 40, Code of Federal Regulations Part 75 (40 CFR 75),
the performance specifications of Appendix A of 40 CFR 75, the
quality assurance procedures of Appendix B of 40 CFR 75 and the
CEMS Protocol approved by the District. The carbon monoxide (CO)
components of the CEMS shall be certified and maintained in
accordance with 40 CFR Part 60, Appendices B and F, unless
otherwise specified in this permit, and the CEMS Protocol approved
by the District. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR Part 60
Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
District for approval a CEMS protocol, as required by AQ-60, which includes
description of the methods of compliance with the requirements of this condition.
The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records and
equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-64 The CEMS shall be in operation in accordance with the District
approved CEMSs Protocol at all times when the turbine is in operation.
A copy of the District approved CEMS Protocol shall be maintained on
site and made available to District personnel upon request. (Rules
69.3, 69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, and
40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-65 When the CEMS is not recording data and the combustion turbine is
operating, hourly NOx emissions for purposes of calendar year and
rolling 12-calendar-month period emission calculations shall be
determined in accordance with 40 CFR 75 Subpart C. Additionally,
hourly CO emissions for rolling 12-calendar-month period emission
calculations shall be determined using CO emission factors to be
determined from source test emission factors, recorded CEMS data,
and fuel consumption data, in terms of pounds per hour of CO for the
gas turbine. Emission calculations used to determine hourly emission
rates shall be reviewed and approved by the District, in writing, before
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the hourly emission rates are incorporated into the CEMS emission
data. (Rules 20.3(d)(3) and 21 and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide the District for approval and the
CPM for review all emission calculations required by this condition, in a manner
and time required by the District, and shall provide notation of when such
calculations are used in place of operating CEMS data in the Quarterly Operation
Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-66 Any violation of any emission standard as indicated by the CEMS
shall be reported to the District's compliance division within 96 hours
after such occurrence. (H&S §42706.)

Verification:  The project owner shall notify the District regarding any
emission standard violation as required in this condition and shall document all
such occurrences in each Quarterly Operation Report (AQ-SC8).

AQ-67 The CEMS shall be maintained and operated, and reports submitted,
in accordance with the requirements of Rule 19.2 Sections (d), (e), (f)
(1), (/) (2), (f) (3), (f) (4) and (f) (5), and a CEMS Protocol approved by
the District. (Rule 19.2.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the District the CEMS reports
as required in this condition and shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-68 Except for changes that are specified in the initially approved CEMS
Protocol or a subsequent revision to that protocol that is approved in
advance, in writing, by the District, the District shall be notified in
writing at least 30 calendar days prior to any planned changes made
in the CEMS or Data Acquisition and Handling System (DAHS),
including, but not limited to, the programmable logic controller,
software which affects the value of data displayed on the
CEMS/DAHS monitors with respect to the parameters measured by
their respective sensing devices or any planned changes to the
software that controls the ammonia flow to the SCR. Unplanned or
emergency changes shall be reported within 96 hours. (Rules 69.3,
69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, and 40
CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
District for approval any revision to the CEMS/DAHS or ammonia flow control
software, as required by this condition, to be approved in advance at least 30
days before any planned changes are made. The project owner shall notify the
District regarding any unplanned emergency changes to these software systems
within 96 hours and shall document all such occurrences in each Quarterly
Operation Report (AQ-SC8).
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AQ-69

At least 90 calendar days prior to the Initial Emissions Source Test,
the project owner shall submit a monitoring protocol to the District for
written approval which shall specify a method of determining the
VOC/CO surrogate relationship that shall be used to demonstrate
compliance with all VOC emission limits. This protocol can be
provided as part of the Initial Source Emissions Test Protocol. (Rule
20.3(d)(1).)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
District for approval the monitoring protocol as part of the initial source test
protocol in compliance with requirements of this condition at least 90 days prior
to the initial source test.

AQ-70

Fuel flowmeters shall be installed and maintained to measure the fuel
flow rate, corrected for temperature and pressure, to each combustion
turbine. Correction factors and constants shall be maintained on site
and made available to the District upon request. The fuel flowmeters
shall meet the applicable quality assurance requirements of 40 CFR
Part 75, Appendix D, and Section 2.1.6. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and
20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM the natural gas fuel
usage data from the fuel flow meters as part of the Quarterly Operation Report
(AQ-SCS8).

AQ-71

Each combustion turbine shall be equipped with continuous monitors
to measure, calculate, and record unit operating days and hours and
the following operational characteristics:

a. Date and time;

b. Natural gas flow rate to the combustion turbine during each unit
operating minute, in standard cubic feet per hour;

c. Total heat input to the combustion turbine based on the fuels
higher heating value during each unit operating minute, in million
British thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr);

d. Higher heating value of the fuel on an hourly basis, in million
British thermal units per standard cubic foot (MMBtu/scf);

e. Combustion turbine electrical energy output during each unit
operating minute in gross megawatts hours (MWh);

The values of these operational characteristics shall be recorded each
unit operating minute. The monitors shall be installed, calibrated, and
maintained in accordance with the Turbine Operation Monitoring
Protocol, which may be part of the CEMS Protocol, approved by the
District, which shall include any relevant calculation methodologies.
The monitors shall be in full operation at all times when the combustion
turbine is in operation. Calibration records for the continuous monitors
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shall be maintained on site and made available to the District upon
request. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR Part 60
Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
District for approval a turbine operation monitoring protocol in compliance with
this condition and within the timeframes specified in AQ-72. The project owner
shall make the site available for inspection of records and equipment required in
this condition by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-72 At least 90 calendar days prior to initial startup of the each combustion
turbine, the project owner shall submit a turbine operation monitoring
protocol to the District for written approval. This may be part of the
CEMS Protocol. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR Part
60 Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75.)

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the
District for approval a turbine monitoring protocol in compliance with this
condition at least 90 days prior to the initial startup of each combustion turbine.

AQ-73 Operating logs or Data Acquisition and Handling System (DAHS)
records shall be maintained to record the beginning and end times
and durations of all startups, shutdowns, and tuning periods to the
nearest minute, quantity of fuel used in each clock hour, calendar
month, and 12-calendar-month period in standard cubic feet; hours of
operation each day; and hours of operation during each calendar
year. For purposes of this condition, the term “hours of turbine
operation” is defined as the total operating minutes the turbine is
combusting fuel during the calendar year divided by 60. (Rules 69.3,
69.3.1, and 20.3(d)(1) and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, and 40
CFR Part 75.)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

COMMISSIONING

AQ-74 Before the end of the commissioning period for each combustion
turbine, the project owner shall install post-combustion air pollution
control equipment on that turbine to minimize NOx and CO emissions.
Once installed, the post-combustion air pollution control equipment
shall be maintained in good condition and shall be in full operation at
all times when the turbine is combusting fuel and the air pollution
control equipment is at or above its minimum operating temperature.
(Rule 20.3(d)(1).)
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Verification:  The project owner shall provide the CPM and District records
demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the monthly
commissioning status report (AQ-75).

AQ-75

Thirty calendar days after the end of the commissioning period for
each combustion turbine, the project owner shall submit a written
progress report to the District. This report shall include, at a minimum,
the date the commissioning period ended, the startup and shutdown
periods, the emissions of NOx and CO during startup and shutdown
periods, and the emissions of NOx and CO during steady state
operation. This report shall also detail any turbine or emission control
equipment malfunction, upset, repairs, maintenance, modifications, or
replacements affecting emissions of air contaminants that occurred
during the commissioning period. All of the following continuous
monitoring information shall be reported for each minute and, except
for cumulative mass emissions, averaged over each hour of operation:

a. Concentration of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) uncorrected and
corrected to 15 percent oxygen, in parts per million (ppmvd);

b. Concentration of carbon monoxide (CO) uncorrected and
corrected to 15 percent oxygen, in parts per million (ppmvd);

Percent oxygen (O,) in the exhaust gas;
Mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), in pounds;

e. Cumulative mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) in each
startup and shutdown period, in pounds;

f.  Cumulative mass emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) in each
startup and shutdown period, in pounds

g. Mass emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), in pounds;

h. Total heat input to the combustion turbine based on the fuel's
higher heating value, in million British thermal units per hour
(MMBtu/hr);

i. Higher heating value of the fuel on an hourly basis, in million
British thermal units per standard cubic foot (MMBtu/scf);

j.  Gross electrical power output of the turbine, in megawatts hours
(MWh) for each hour;

k. SCR outlet temperature, in degrees Fahrenheit; and

The hourly average information shall be submitted in writing and in an
electronic format approved by the District. The minute-by-minute
information shall be submitted in an electronic format approved by the
District. (Rules 69.3, 69.3.1, 20.3(d)(1)and 20.3(d)(2).)
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Verification: A log of the dates, times, and cumulative unit operating hours
when fuel is being combusted during the commissioning period shall be
maintained by the project owner. The project owner shall submit, commencing
one month from the time of gas turbine first fire, a monthly commissioning status
report throughout the duration of the commissioning phase that demonstrates
compliance with the requirements listed in this condition. The monthly
commissioning status report shall be submitted to the CPM by the 10th of each
month for the previous month, for all months with turbine commissioning activities
following the turbine first fire date. The project owner shall also provide the
reporting required by this condition to the District and CPM within 30 days of
completing commissioning of each turbine. The project owner shall make the site
available for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the
Energy Commission.

AQ-76 For each combustion turbine, the project owner shall submit the
following notifications to the District and U. S. EPA, Region IX:

a. A notification in accordance with 40 CFR Section 60.7(a)(1)
delivered or postmarked no later than 30 calendar days after
construction has commenced;

b. A notification in accordance with 40 CFR Section 60.7(a)(3)
delivered or postmarked within 15 calendar days after initial
startup; and

c. An Initial Notification in accordance with 40 CFR Section
63.6145(c) and 40 CFR Section 63.9(b)(2) submitted no later than
120 calendar days after the initial startup of the turbine.

In addition, the project owner shall notify the District when: (1)
construction is complete by submitting a Construction Completion
Notice before operating any unit that is the subject of this permit, (2)
each combustion turbine first combusts fuel by submitting a First Fuel
Fire Notice within five calendar days of the initial operation of the unit,
and (3) each combustion turbine first generates electrical power that is
sold by providing written notice within five days of this event. (Rules
24 and 21 and 40 CFR Part 75, 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, 40
CFR Part §60.7, 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart YYYY, and 40 CFR Part
§63.9.)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide notification to the District and
U.S. EPA Region IX as required by this condition and shall provide copies of
these notifications as part of the final monthly commissioning status reports (AQ-
75) due the month after the notifications are sent.

REPORTING
AQ-77 The permittee shall file semiannual reports in accordance with 40 CFR

§60.4375. (40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK.)
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Verification: Semiannual compliance reports shall be submitted to the District
and the CPM as part of the second quarter's and fourth quarter’'s Quarterly
Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-78 Each semiannual report must cover the semiannual reporting period
from January 1 through June 30 or the semiannual reporting period
from July 1 through December 31. Each such semiannual compliance
report shall be postmarked or delivered no later than January 30 or
July 30, whichever date is the first date following the end of the
semiannual reporting period. (40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK and
Rule 21.)

Verification: Semiannual compliance reports shall be submitted to the District
and the CPM as part of the second quarter's and fourth quarter’'s Quarterly
Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-79 All semiannual compliance reports shall be submitted to the District
Compliance Division (40 CFR §60.7.)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.
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C. PUBLIC HEALTH

The public health analysis supplements the Air Quality section and considers
the potential public health effects that could result from exposure to emissions of
toxic air contaminants (or “TACs”) during project construction and operation. This
topic focuses on whether such emissions represent significant public health
impacts or violate standards for public health protection.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE

Project construction and operation will produce routine emissions of toxic air
contaminants for which no ambient air quality standards have been established.
These substances are categorized as noncriteria pollutants. In the absence of
standards, state and federal regulatory agencies have developed health risk
assessment procedures to evaluate potential health effects from exposure to
these TACs. (Ex. 200, p. 4.7-5.)

The risk assessment consists of the following steps:

e Identify the types and amounts of hazardous substances that the project
could emit into the environment;

e Estimate worst-case concentrations of project emissions in the environment
using dispersion modeling;

e Estimate amounts of pollutants to which people could be exposed through
inhalation, ingestion, and dermal contact; and

e Characterize potential health risks by comparing worst-case exposure to the
project with the scientific safety standards based on known health effects.

(1d.)

Typically, the initial health risk analysis is performed at a “screening level,” which
is designed to estimate potential health risks under the most conservative, worst-

! This Decision describes other potential public health concerns under specific topics. Potential
impacts from emissions of criteria pollutants are analyzed in the Air Quality section. The
accidental release of hazardous materials is addressed in Hazardous Materials Management.
Electromagnetic fields are covered in Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance. Potential
impacts to soils and surface water sources are considered in the Soil and Water Resources
section. Potential exposure to contaminated soils and hazardous wastes are described in Waste
Management. The Socioeconomics, Traffic and Transportation, and Worker Safety and Fire
Prevention sections include analyses of the project’s potential effects upon local infrastructure
such as police, medical, and fire services.
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case conditions and model those conditions to analyze results.> Such conditions
include:

e Using the highest levels of pollutants that could be emitted from the power
plant;

e Assuming weather conditions that would lead to the maximum ambient
concentration of pollutants;

e Using the type of air quality computer model which predicts the greatest
plausible impacts;

e Calculating health risks at the location where the pollutant concentrations are
estimated to be the highest;

e Assuming that an individual's exposure to cancer-causing agents occurs
continuously for 70 years; and

e Using health-based standards designed to protect the most sensitive
members of the population (i.e., the young, elderly, and those with respiratory
illnesses). (Ex. 200, p. 4.7-6.)

The risk assessment process addresses three categories of health impacts:
acute (short-term) health effects, chronic (long-term) noncancer effects, and
cancer risk (also long-term). Acute health effects result from short-term (one-
hour) exposure to relatively high concentrations of pollutants. Acute effects are
temporary in nature and include symptoms such as irritation of the eyes, skin,
and respiratory tract.

Chronic health effects are those that arise as a result of long-term exposure to
lower concentrations of pollutants. The exposure period is considered to be
approximately from 12 percent to 100 percent of a lifetime, or from 8 to 70 years.
Chronic health effects include diseases such as reduced lung function and heart
disease.

The analysis for noncancer health effects compares the maximum project
contaminant levels to safe levels called Reference Exposure Levels, or RELS.
These are amounts of toxic substances to which even sensitive people could be

2 The evidence is based on data from several expert agencies, including the California

Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA), which identifies contaminants that are known to cause cancer or other noncancer
toxicological endpoints and calculates the toxicity and cancer potency factors of these
contaminants. In addition, the California Air Resources Board and the local air districts conduct
ambient air monitoring of toxic air contaminants and the state Department of Public Health
conducts epidemiological investigations into the impacts of pollutants on communities.
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exposed and suffer no adverse health effects. These exposure levels are
designed to protect the previously noted sensitive individuals in the population,
such as infants, the aged, and people suffering from illness or disease which
makes them more sensitive to the effects of toxic substance exposure. The
Reference Exposure Levels are based on the most sensitive adverse health
effect reported in the medical and toxicological literature and include margins of
safety. The margin of safety is used to address uncertainties associated with
inconclusive scientific and technical information available at the time of REL
determination and is meant to provide a reasonable degree of protection against
hazards that research has not yet identified. The margin of safety is designed to
prevent pollution levels that have been demonstrated to be harmful, as well as to
prevent lower pollutant levels that may pose an unacceptable risk of harm, even
if the risk is not precisely identified as to nature or degree. Health protection is
assumed if the estimated worst-case exposure is below the relevant reference
exposure level. In such a case, an adequate margin of safety would be assumed
to exist between the predicted exposure and the estimated threshold dose for
toxicity. (Ex. 200, p. 4.7-6.)

For carcinogenic substances, the health assessment considers the risk of
developing cancer and assumes that continuous exposure to the cancer-causing
substance would occur over a 70-year lifetime. The risk that is calculated is not
meant to project the actual expected incidence of cancer, but is rather regarded
as a theoretical upper-bound estimate based on worst-case assumptions.

Cancer risk is expressed in terms of chances per million of cancer and is a
function of the maximum expected pollutant concentration, the probability that a
particular pollutant would cause cancer (called potency factors and established
by OEHHA), and the length of the exposure period. Cancer risks for individual
carcinogens are added together to yield the total cancer risk from each potential
source. The conservative nature of the screening-level assumptions means that
actual cancer risks from project emissions would be considerably lower than
estimated. If the screening-level analysis were to predict a risk below significant
levels, further analysis would not be necessary. However, if the risk estimates
were to be above the significance level, then further analysis, using more realistic
site-specific assumptions, would be performed to obtain a more accurate
assessment of potential health risks. (Ex. 200, p. 4.7-7.)
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1. Setting and Public Health Concerns

The proposed project site is within the jurisdiction of the San Diego County Air
Pollution Control District (SDCAPCD). It is a 10-acre parcel of disturbed and
developed land within an industrial area, located in the southeast quadrant of the
intersection of Alta Road and Calzada de la Fuente. The area in the immediate
vicinity is designated for heavy and mixed industrial uses, for business parks,
and for habitat conservation. The area is generally rural with few rural
residences, the nearest of which are 0.8 miles to the south west of the project
boundary. The Richard J. Donovan Correctional Facility is located approximately
4,000 feet northwest and a County of San Diego Correctional Facility that
includes the George F. Bailey Detention Facility, the East Mesa Detention
Facility, the Federal Immigration Detention Facility, and the County of San Diego
Juvenile Detention Facility is located approximately 4,800 feet north.

Sensitive receptors are individuals usually more susceptible than the general
population to the effects of environmental pollutants. Extra consideration is given
to the possible effects on such individuals in establishing exposure limits for
environmental pollutants. The evidence shows that there are sensitive receptors
within a three-mile radius of the site on the California side of the border with
Mexico, and it is likely that there are sensitive receptors within the portion of the
three-mile radius that extends into Mexico. (Exs. 200, pp. 4.5-5, 4.7-3; 201.)

The nearest California Air Resources Board (ARB) Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC)
monitoring station to the project site is in the city of Chula Vista, approximately 11
miles to the northwest. Although this station is in an urban setting, the Applicant
and Staff consider the measured TAC concentrations as conservatively
representative of the levels in the project area and serve to establish the upper-
bound levels of toxic air contaminants as found in the project area. In 2007, the
background cancer risk calculated by the ARB for this Chula Vista station was
102 in one million. The pollutants 1, 3-butadiene and benzene, emitted primarily
from mobile sources, together with carbon tetrachloride were identified as the
three highest contributors to this background risk and together accounted for
approximately 70 percent of the total. The risk from 1, 3-butadiene was
established as about 21 in one million, while the risk from benzene was
estimated at about 25 in one million. Formaldehyde was shown to account for
about 13 percent of the total and is emitted directly from vehicles and other
combustion sources, such as the proposed PPEC.
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When evaluating a new project, Staff attempts to assess the results of studies of
the existing public health issues in the project vicinity. Such an assessment
allows Staff to identify the health status of the area as compared to similar areas
in California. The disease rates of most concern are for respiratory diseases
(including asthma) and cancer. Any specific data on childhood disease is
particularly noted in each given case. Assessing existing health concerns in the
project area provides Staff with a basis on which to evaluate the significance of
any additional health impacts from the proposed PPEC and to assess the
adequacy of any proposed mitigation. The available studies suggest that there
are specific effects from exposure to particulate matter from area traffic and other
sources, especially in children with asthma, pointing to the necessity for
continued county-wide reduction efforts. No cancer-specific health studies were
identified for the population within a six-mile radius of the project site.

2. Construction Impacts and Mitigation

Construction of the project is expected to take place over a period of 16 months.
The evidence contains an analysis of potential health effects during construction
that could result from exposure to toxic substances in disturbed contaminated
soils and from inhalation of particulates in fugitive dust and diesel exhaust from
heavy equipment. (Ex. 200, p. 4.7-10.)

Potential risks to public health during construction may be associated with
exposure to toxic substances in contaminated soil disturbed during site
preparation, as well as diesel exhaust from heavy equipment operation. Criteria
pollutant impacts from the operation of heavy equipment and particulate matter
from earth moving are examined in the Air Quality section of this Decision. (Ex.
200, p. 4.7-9.)

Site disturbances occur during facility construction from excavation, grading, and
earth moving. Such activities have the potential to adversely affect public health
through various mechanisms, such as the creation of airborne dust, material
being carried off site through soil erosion, and uncovering buried hazardous
substances. The Phase | Environmental Site Assessment conducted for this site
in 2010 identified no “Recognized Environmental Conditions” per the American
Society for Testing and Materials Standards (ASTM) definition. That is, there was
no evidence or record of any use, spillage or disposal of hazardous substances
on the site, nor any other environmental concern that would require remedial
action. The evidence leads us to conclude that there is no risk of toxic exposures
from construction activities. The conditions for handling and disposing of
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construction- and operations-related wastes are specified in the Waste
Management section. (Id.)

The operation of construction equipment will result in air emissions from diesel-
fueled engines. Diesel emissions are generated from sources such as trucks,
graders, cranes, welding machines, electric generators, air compressors, and
water pumps. Although diesel exhaust contains criteria pollutants such as
nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, and sulfur oxides, it also includes a complex
mixture of thousands of gases and fine particles. These particles are primarily
composed of aggregates of spherical carbon particles coated with organic and
inorganic substances. Diesel exhaust contains over 40 substances that are listed
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) as hazardous air
pollutants and by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) as toxic air
contaminants. (Id.)

Exposure to diesel exhaust may cause both short- and long-term adverse health
effects. Short-term effects can include increased coughing, labored breathing,
chest tightness, wheezing, and eye and nasal irritation. Long-term effects can
include increased coughing, chronic bronchitis, reductions in lung function, and
inflammation of the lung. Epidemiological studies also strongly suggest a causal
relationship between occupational diesel exhaust exposure and lung cancer. (Id.)

Based on a number of health effects studies, the Scientific Review Panel on
Toxic Air Contaminants recommended a chronic reference exposure level (see
discussion of reference exposure levels in Method of Analysis section above) for
diesel exhaust particulate matter of 5 micrograms of diesel particulate matter per
cubic meter of air (ug/m®) and a cancer unit risk factor of 3x10™* (ug/m®™. The
Scientific Review Panel did not recommend a value for an acute Reference
Exposure Level since available data in support of a value was deemed
insufficient. On August 27, 1998, ARB listed particulate emissions from diesel-
fueled engines as a toxic air contaminant and approved the panel’s
recommendations regarding health effect levels. (Ex. 200, pp. 4.7-9 — 4.7-10.)

Appendices P and G of the AFC (Ex. 1) present estimates of the maximum daily
emissions for onsite construction activities, total off-site emissions for
construction of the gas pipeline, and total emissions from construction traffic.
Construction of the entire project including linear facilities is anticipated to take
place over a period of 16 months. (Ex. 1, p 5.2-36.) As noted earlier, assessment
of chronic (long-term) health effects assumes continuous exposure to toxic
substances over a significantly longer time period, typically from 8 to 70 years.
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Because of the relatively short duration of construction for this project, health
risks from construction emissions are not expected.

Mitigation measures are included in the Air Quality section to reduce the
emission of PM10 and PM2.5. These include the use of extensive fugitive dust
control measures. In order to further mitigate potential impacts from particulate
matter emissions during the operation of diesel-powered construction equipment
of 50 horsepower and larger, we recommend the use of Tier 3 or better California
Emission Standards for Off-Road Compression-Ignition Engines or the
installation of an oxidation catalyst and soot filters on diesel equipment. The
exhaust emissions control devices used for these engines include diesel
particulate filters that are passive, self-regenerating filters that reduce particulate
matter, carbon monoxide, and hydrocarbon emissions through catalytic oxidation
and filtration. Such filters would reduce diesel emissions during construction and
reduce any potential for significant health impacts. (Ex. 200, p. 4.7-10.)

3. Operation Impacts and Mitigation

The project’s TAC emissions sources include its three natural gas fueled simple-
cycle combustion turbine generators, a hybrid dry/wet cooling system, two
natural gas-fired black start engines, and a diesel-fueled firewater pump engine.
Applicant presented evidence that identified the TAC emissions from those
sources, described the methodology used in quantifying the emission rates
including atmospheric dispersion modeling, and specified the types of health
effects that could occur. (Ex. 1, Table 5.16-3.)

Applicant’s screening risk assessment was based on the data described in the
record and appropriate modeling protocol established by the expert agencies.
The risk assessment resulted in a maximum acute Hazard Index (HI) of 0.034
and a maximum chronic HI of 0.011. As PUBLIC HEALTH Table 1 shows, the
chronic and acute health indices at the points of maximum impacts are both less
than 1.0 indicating that no long-term or short-term adverse health effects would
be likely from operations. As shown in PUBLIC HEALTH Table 1, total worst-
case individual cancer risk was calculated by the Applicant to be 0.094 in one
million at the location of maximum impact within one mile from the facility. This
risk estimate is much below Staff's significance level of 10 in one million
establishing that any project-related cancer risks would be at levels that would be
less than significant.
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Using extremely conservative (health-protective) exposure and toxicity
assumptions, Staff's analysis demonstrates that members of the public
potentially exposed to toxic air contaminant emissions of this project—including
sensitive receptors such as the elderly, infants and children, and people with pre-
existing medical conditions—will not experience any acute or chronic significant
health risk or any significant cancer risk as a result of that exposure. This would
be true for the immediate project area and the area that further stretches into
Mexico given that the concentrations of the toxic pollutants in question usually
diminish rapidly with distance from their source.

PUBLIC HEALTH Table 1
Operation Hazard/Risk at Point of Maximum Impact: Applicant Assessment

Type of Hazard/Risk [Hazard Index/Risk Significance Level Significant?
Acute Noncancer 0.034 1.0 No
Chronic Noncancer 0.011 1.0 No
Individual Cancer 0.094 in a million 10.0 in a million No

(Ex. 200, p. 4.7-12.)

In addition to project TAC emissions, bacterial growth in the proposed partial dry-
cooling system could include the Legionella bacterium which could present a
public health risk. Legionella is a bacterium that is ubiquitous in natural aquatic
environments and is also widely distributed in man-made water systems. It is the
principal cause of legionellosis, otherwise known as Legionnaires’ disease, which
is similar to pneumonia. Transmission to people results mainly from inhalation or
aspiration of aerosolized contaminated water. Untreated or inadequately treated
cooling systems, such as industrial cooling towers and building heating,
ventilating, and air conditioning systems, have been correlated with outbreaks of
legionellosis.

The State of California regulates recycled water for use in cooling towers in Title
22, section 60303, California Code of Regulations. This section requires that, in
order to protect workers and the public who may come into contact with cooling
tower mists, chlorine or another biocide must be used to treat the cooling system
water to minimize the growth of Legionella and other micro-organisms. This
regulation applies to PPEC since it intends to use tertiary-treated recycled water
provided by the Otay Water District for cooling. (Ex. 1, pp. 5.5-10 - 5.5-14.)

Implementation of Condition of Certification Public Health-1 will ensure that
Legionella growth is kept to a minimum, thereby protecting both nearby workers
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as well as members of the public. The condition would require the project owner
to prepare and implement a biocide and anti-biofilm agent monitoring program to
ensure that proper levels of biocide and other agents are maintained within the
cooling tower water at all times, that periodic measurements of Legionella levels
are conducted, and that periodic cleaning is conducted to remove bio-film
buildup. In addition, the Air Quality section of this Decision requires use of highly
efficient drift eliminators. We find that with the use of an aggressive antibacterial
program coupled with routine monitoring and biofilm removal, the chances of
Legionella growing and dispersing would be reduced to insignificance.

4, Cumulative Impacts

A project may result in a significant adverse impact where its effects are
cumulatively considerable. "Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects. (Cal. Code Regs., tit.14, § 15130.)

According to the evidence, the Applicant contacted the SDCAPCD for a list of all
newly permitted sources, or other sources that are reasonable anticipated in the
near future within a six-mile radius of PPEC. SDCAPCD indicated that all such
projects will have emissions below their specified thresholds for significance. (Ex.
200, p. 4.7-14.)

The contribution of the PPEC to both cancer risk and chronic and acute
noncancer effects is comparatively small. Its impacts would be insignificant to
health in the immediate project area and the area that extends into Mexico. Even
in a cumulative context that would include other regional sources, these low
estimates for cancer and noncancer toxic risks from the PPEC project mean that
potential cumulative health impacts would be less than significant.

5. Environmental Justice Concerns and LORS Compliance

The public health analysis shows that there will be no significant adverse cancer,
short-term, or long-term health effects to any members of the public, including
environmental justice populations, from project toxic emissions. Staff considered
the minority population as identified in Socioeconomics Figure 1 in its impact
analysis and found no potential significant adverse impacts for any receptors,
including environmental justice populations. Staff's analysis complies with all
directives and guidelines from the Cal/EPA Office of Environmental Health

6.3-9
Public Health



Hazard Assessment and the California Air Resources Board. Staff's assessment
is biased toward the protection of public health and takes into account the most
sensitive individuals in the population. Using extremely conservative (health-
protective) exposure and toxicity assumptions, Staff's analysis demonstrates that
members of the public potentially exposed to toxic air contaminant emissions of
this project—including sensitive receptors such as the elderly, infants and
children, and people with pre-existing medical conditions—will not experience
any acute or chronic significant health risk or any significant cancer risk as a
result of that exposure. This would be true for the immediate project area and the
area that further stretches into Mexico given that the concentrations of the toxic
pollutants in question usually diminish rapidly with distance from their source.
Given the absence of potentially significant health impacts, we find no
environmental justice issues with the proposed project. (Ex. 200, pp. 4.7-14 —
4.7-15.)

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidence, we make the following findings and conclusions:

1. Construction and operation of the project will result in the routine release of
criteria and noncriteria pollutants that have the potential to adversely impact
public health.

2. Emissions of criteria pollutants, as discussed in the Air Quality section of
this Decision, will be mitigated to levels consistent with applicable state and
federal standards.

3. Emissions of noncriteria pollutants or toxic air contaminants are assessed
according to procedures developed by state and federal regulatory agencies
to evaluate potential health effects to protect the most sensitive individuals
in the population.

4. The accepted method used by state and federal regulatory agencies in
assessing the significance for both acute and chronic non-carcinogenic
public health effects of noncriteria pollutants is known as the hazard index
method. A similar method is used for assessing the significance of potential
carcinogenic effects based on incremental exposure levels.

5. The evidence contains a screening level health risk assessment of the
project’s potential health effects due to emissions of toxic air contaminants
(TACs).
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

The health risk assessment is based on worst case assumptions using the
highest emission factors, assuming the worst weather conditions, and
calculating effects at the point of maximum impact so that actual risks are
expected to be much lower at any other location.

Exposure to diesel particulate emissions from construction equipment is
short-term and will not result in long-term carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic
health effects.

Exposure to construction-related diesel particulates will be mitigated to the
extent feasible by implementing measures to reduce equipment emissions.

Exposure to particulates in fugitive dust due to excavation and construction
activities will be mitigated to insignificant levels by implementing measures
to reduce dust production and dispersal.

The health risk assessment for exposure to TAC emissions during project
operations confirmed that acute and chronic calculated risks fall below the
significance level of 1.0, and that the cancer risk is below the significance
level of 10 in one million.

Cumulative impacts from noncriteria pollutants were analyzed in accordance
with CEQA requirements and are not expected to be significant.

Since the project’'s contributions to health risks are well below the
significance level, the project is not expected to contribute significantly to a
cumulative health impact.

Using extremely conservative (health-protective) exposure and toxicity
assumptions, Staff's analysis demonstrates that members of the public
potentially exposed to toxic air contaminant emissions of this project—
including sensitive receptors such as the elderly, infants, and people with
pre-existing medical conditions—will not experience any acute or chronic
significant health risk or any significant cancer risk as a result of that
exposure. This would be true for the immediate project area and the area
that further stretches into Mexico given that the concentrations of the toxic
pollutants in question usually diminish rapidly with distance from their
source.

Environmental justice populations will not be adversely affected by the
construction and operation of the project.
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. We therefore conclude that emissions of noncriteria pollutants from the
construction and operation of the PPEC do not pose a significant direct,
indirect, or cumulative adverse public health risk.

2. The project will comply with the applicable laws, ordinances, regulations,
and standards (LORS) specified in the appropriate portion of Appendix A
of this Decision.

CONDITION OF CERTIFICATION

Public Health-1 The project owner shall develop and implement a Cooling

Verification:

Water Management Plan to ensure that the potential for
bacterial growth in cooling water is kept to a minimum. The
Plan shall be consistent with either Staff's “Cooling Water
Management Program Guidelines” or with the Cooling
Technology Institute’s “Best Practices for Control of Legionella”
guidelines but in either case, the plan must include sampling
and testing for the presence of Legionella bacteria at least
every six months. After two years of power plant operations,
the project owner may ask the CPM to re-evaluate and revise
the Legionella bacteria testing requirement.

At least 60 days prior to the commencement of cooling tower

operations, the Cooling Water Management Plan shall be provided to the CPM
for review and approval.
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D. WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION

Industrial workers are exposed to potential safety and health hazards on a daily
basis. Federal and state laws and standards related to industrial workers are
designed to ensure that these hazards are minimized to insignificant levels. This
topic analyzes whether the project’'s safety and health plans are in accord with
applicable LORS and adequate to protect industrial workers from hazardous
working conditions. This topic also discusses the availability and adequacy of fire
protection and emergency response services, as well as the mitigation measures
necessary to ensure adequate response.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE
1. Worker Safety during Construction and Operation

Industrial environments are potentially dangerous during construction, operation,
and demolition activities. Workers at the Pio Pico Energy Center (PPEC) will be
exposed to excessive heat, loud noises, moving equipment, trenches, and
confined space entry and egress problems. Potential injuries and death could
result from falling, tripping, burns, lacerations, falling equipment or structures,
chemical spills, hazardous waste, fires, explosions, electrical sparks, and
electrocution. (Ex. 200, pp. 4.14-3 - 4.14-4.)

Both federal and state Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA
and Cal-OSHA) LORS on worker safety require the project owner to adopt well-
defined policies and procedures, training programs, hazard recognition, and
controls to minimize injuries and to protect the health of onsite workers. (Ex. 200,
p. 4.14-4.)

The evidence provides extensive details on the worker safety and health
programs required by applicable law and the project-specific safety measures
necessary to protect on-site workers. Specifically, the project owner must
develop and implement a “Construction Safety and Health Program” and an
“Operations and Maintenance Safety and Health Program,” both of which must
be approved by the Energy Commission’s Compliance Project Manager prior to
project construction and operation. A separate “Injury and lliness Prevention
Program,” a “Personal Protective Equipment Program,” an “Emergency Action
Plan,” a “Fire Prevention Plan,” and other general safety procedures are required
for both the construction and operation phases of the project. (Ex. 200, pp. 4.14-
4 — 4.14-5.) Implementation of Conditions of Certification WORKER SAFETY-1
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and WORKER SAFETY-2 would ensure that these measures will be developed
and implemented in compliance with applicable LORS.

OSHA and Cal-OSHA standards encourage employers to monitor construction
worker safety by employing a “competent person” who has experience enforcing
workplace safety standards, has the ability to identify hazards relating to specific
construction activities, and has authority to take appropriate action. To implement
this safe workplace policy during project construction, Condition WORKER
SAFETY-3 requires the project owner to employ a power plant Construction
Safety Supervisor to coordinate and implement the Construction Safety and
Health Programs, and to investigate any safety-related incidents and emergency
responses. (Ex. 200, p. 4.14-9.)

To further reduce workplace hazards during project construction, the project
owner must also employ a professional Safety Monitor. The Safety Monitor will
report to the Chief Building Official (CBO) and the Compliance Project Manager
(CPM), track compliance with OSHA/Cal-OSHA regulations, and serve as an on-
site OSHA expert. The Safety Monitor is also responsible for auditing safety
compliance and ensuring that safety procedures are implemented during
construction, commissioning, and the transition to operational status. (Ex. 200, p.
4.14-10.) Implementation of Condition WORKER SAFETY-4 will ensure that the
Safety Monitor performs the duties described in the evidentiary record.

In the event of a medical emergency at the project site, Condition WORKER
SAFETY-5 requires the project owner to maintain an automatic portable
defibrillator on-site, to ensure that it is available during construction and
operation, and to train appropriate personnel to use it.* (Ex. 200, p. 4.14-11.)

2. Fire Protection and Emergency Response

The project will rely upon both local fire protection services and on-site fire
protection systems, which provide the first line of defense for such occurrences.
During construction, portable fire extinguishers, small hose lines, and fixed fire
suppression equipment would be placed throughout the site at appropriate
intervals and periodically maintained. An on-site water supply sufficient to
operate the fire suppression equipment would be provided, and safety

! Testimony indicates that the potential for both work-related and non work-related heart attacks
exists at power plants. The quickest medical intervention can be achieved with the use of an
onsite defibrillator. Many modern industrial and commercial enterprises maintain defibrillators for
emergency use. We therefore endorse this equipment as an appropriate safety and health
precaution. (Ex. 200, p. 4.14-11.)
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procedures and training would be implemented in accordance with Cal OSHA
regulations, National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standards, and the
guidelines of the Construction Fire Protection and Prevention Program. The
Construction Fire Prevention Program required by Condition WORKER SAFETY-
1 must be consistent with applicable LORS and specify measures to minimize
the likelihood of fires during construction, including the locations of portable fire
extinguishers, safety procedures, hazardous materials clean-up procedures, and
worker training. (Ex. 200, p. 4.14-10.)

The evidence shows that the project intends to meet the fire protection and
suppression requirements of the California Fire Code, all applicable
recommended NFPA standards (including Standard 850 addressing fire
protection at electric generating plants), and all Cal/OSHA requirements. Fire
suppression elements in the proposed plant will include both fixed and portable
fire extinguishing systems. The fire water will be supplied by tying into the
existing fire water supply system through two points that connect into the new fire
loop. The fire loop would supply the sprinkler system, water deluge system, and
the fire hydrants. The fire water system would be designed in accordance with
NFPA 850 and would provide sufficient flow to meet NFPA codes for firewater
demands. (Ex.200, p. 4.14-11.)

A fixed water sprinkler system would be installed in areas of risk and in
administrative buildings in accordance with NFPA requirements. A carbon
dioxide fire protection system would be provided for each of the combustion
turbine generators (CTG). The CTG auxiliary equipment and transformers would
each be contained in a separate concrete berm and protected with a water
deluge system. Chemical and gas extinguishers would be installed in areas of
risk where water would be ineffective as a fire suppressant. Other plant
equipment such as electrical enclosures and the switchyard would be protected
with a dry-type fire suppression system. (Id.)

The fire protection system would have fire detection sensors that will trigger
alarms and alert the control room as well as the San Diego Rural Fire Protection
District (RFPD). In addition to the fixed fire protection system, the appropriate
class of service portable extinguishers and fire hydrants would be located
throughout the facility at code-approved intervals. These systems are standard
requirement by the NFPA and the California Fire Code, the evidence shows that
they will ensure adequate fire protection. (Id.)

The Applicant would be required by proposed Conditions of Certification
WORKER SAFETY-1 and -2 to provide the final Fire Protection and Prevention
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Program to Staff prior to construction and operation of the project, to confirm the
adequacy of the proposed fire protection measures.

3. Cumulative Impacts

Staff reviewed the potential for the construction and operation of the proposed
PPEC project, combined with existing heavy industrial and commercial facilities
in the immediate vicinity, to result in impacts on the fire and emergency service
capabilities of the RFPD. The RFPD currently is responsible for response to
many other industrial facilities with similar fire risks to those posed by the
proposed facility. We agree with Staff's conclusion that the RFPD is adequately
staffed and equipped, and would be able to adequately respond to an incident at
the proposed facility. (Ex. 200, p. 4.14-12.)

Given the lack of unique fire hazards associated with a modern gas-fired power
plant, and that incidents at power plants that require fire or EMS response are
infrequent, we find that this project will not have a significant adverse cumulative
impact on the RFPD'’s ability to respond to a fire or medical emergency where its
effects would be cumulatively considerable.

FINDINGS OF FACT
Based on the evidence, the Energy Commission makes the following findings:

1. Industrial workers at the project site and along the linear corridors will be
exposed to potential safety and health hazards on a daily basis.

2. To protect workers from job-related injuries and ilinesses, the project owner
will implement comprehensive Safety and Health Programs consistent with
applicable federal and state LORS for both the construction and operation
phases of the project.

3. The project will employ an on-site professional Construction Safety
Supervisor and a Construction Safety Monitor to ensure compliance with the
Construction Safety and Health Program.

4. The project will maintain a portable automatic external defibrillator on-site and
train personnel to use it in the event of a medical emergency.
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The project will include on-site fire protection and appropriate fire suppression
systems consistent with applicable LORS as the first line of defense in the
event of a fire.

The San Diego Rural Fire Protection District (RFPD) will provide fire
protection and emergency response services to the project site.

The RFPD and its mutual aid responders will provide adequate hazmat
response capability.

The project will provide two access entry gates to allow emergency vehicle
access to the site if one of the gates is blocked.

Construction and operation of the PPEC will not result in any direct, indirect,
or cumulative impacts on fire protection services in the project vicinity.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.

We therefore conclude that with implementation of the conditions of
certification listed below and the mitigation measures described in the
evidentiary record, the PPEC will not result in significant health and safety
impacts to on-site workers.

We further conclude that the mitigated PPEC, as described in the
evidentiary record, will comply with all applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards listed for Worker Safety and Fire Protection as
set forth in the appropriate portion of Appendix A of this Decision.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

WORKER SAFETY-1 The project owner shall submit to the Compliance Project

Manager (CPM) a copy of the Project Construction Safety and Health
Program containing the following:

1. a Construction Personal Protective Equipment Program;
2. a Construction Exposure Monitoring Program;

3. a Construction Injury and lliness Prevention Program;

4. a Construction Emergency Action Plan; and

5. a Construction Fire Prevention Plan.

The Personal Protective Equipment Program, the Exposure Monitoring
Program, and the Injury and lliness Prevention Program shall be
submitted to the CPM for review and approval concerning compliance
of the programs with all applicable Safety Orders. The Construction
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Emergency Action Plan and the Fire Prevention Plan shall be
submitted to the San Diego Rural Fire District (RFPD) for review and
comment prior to submittal to the CPM for approval.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of construction, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM for review and approval a copy of the Project
Construction Safety and Health Program.

The project owner shall provide a copy of a letter to the CPM from the RFPD
stating the Fire Department’'s comments on the Construction Fire Prevention
Plan and Emergency Action Plan.

WORKER SAFETY-2 The project owner shall submit to the CPM a copy of the
Project Operations and Maintenance Safety and Health Program
containing the following:

1. an Operation Injury and lllness Prevention Plan;
2. an Emergency Action Plan;

3. a Hazardous Materials Management Program;
4

. an Operation Fire Prevention Program (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, 8
3221); and

5. a Personal Protective Equipment Program (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8,
88 3401-3411.)

The Operation Injury and lliness Prevention Plan, Emergency Action
Plan, and Personal Protective Equipment Program shall be submitted
to the CPM for review and comment concerning compliance of the
programs with all applicable Safety Orders. The Operation Fire
Prevention Plan, the Hazardous Materials Management Program, and
the Emergency Action Plan shall also be submitted to the RFPD for
review and comment.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of first-fire or commissioning,
the project owner shall submit to the CPM for approval a copy of the Project
Operations and Maintenance Safety and Health Program.

The project owner shall provide a copy of a letter to the CPM from the RFPD
stating the Fire Department’s comments on the Operations Fire Prevention Plan
and Emergency Action Plan.

WORKER SAFETY-3 The project owner shall employ a site Construction
Safety Supervisor (CSS) who, by way of training and/or experience, is
knowledgeable of power plant construction activities and relevant laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards; is capable of identifying
workplace hazards relating to the construction activities; and has
authority to take appropriate action to assure compliance and mitigate
hazards. The CSS shall:

1. have overall authority for coordination and implementation of all
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occupational safety and health practices, policies, and programs;

2. assure that the safety program for the project complies with
Cal/OSHA and federal regulations related to power plant projects;

3. assure that all construction and commissioning workers and
supervisors receive adequate safety training;

4. complete accident and safety-related incident investigations and
emergency response reports for injuries and inform the CPM of
safety-related incidents; and

5. assure that all the plans identified in Conditions of Certification
WORKER SAFETY-1 and -2 are implemented.

6. submit in the Monthly Compliance Report a monthly safety
inspection report to include:

e record of all employees trained for that month (all records shall
be kept on site for the duration of the project);

e summary report of safety management actions and safety-
related incidents that occurred during the month;

e report of any continuing or unresolved situations and incidents
that may pose danger to life or health; and

e report of accidents and injuries that occurred during the month.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of site mobilization, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM the name and contact information and
gualifications for the CSS.

The contact information of any replacement (CSS) shall be submitted to the CPM
within one business day.

WORKER SAFETY-4 The project owner shall pay all costs incurred by the
Chief Building Official (CBO) for the services of a Safety Monitor based
upon a reasonable fee schedule to be negotiated between the project
owner and the CBO. Those services shall be in addition to other work
performed by the CBO. The Safety Monitor shall be selected by and
report directly to the CBO and will be responsible for verifying that the
Construction Safety Supervisor, as required in Condition of
Certification WORKER SAFETY-3, implements all appropriate
Cal/OSHA and Energy Commission safety requirements. The Safety
Monitor shall conduct on-site (including linear facilities) safety
inspections at intervals necessary to fulfill those responsibilities.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of construction, the project
owner shall provide proof of its agreement to fund the Safety Monitor services to
the CPM for review and approval.
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WORKER SAFETY-5 The project owner shall ensure that a portable automatic
external defibrillator (AED) is properly maintained and located on site
during construction and operations and shall implement a program to
ensure that all workers are properly trained in its use and that the
equipment is properly maintained and functioning at all times. During
construction and commissioning, the following persons shall be trained
in use of the AED and shall be on site whenever the workers that they
supervise are on site: the Construction Project Manager or delegate,
the Construction Safety Supervisor or delegate, and all shift foremen.
During operations, all power plant employees shall be trained in use of
the AED. The training program shall be submitted to the CPM for
review and approval.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of site mobilization, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM proof that a portable automatic external
defibrillator (AED) exists on site and a copy of the training and maintenance
program for review and approval.
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E. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

This analysis considers whether the construction and operation of the Pio Pico
Energy Center (PPEC) will create significant impacts to public health and safety
resulting from the use, handling, storage, or transport of hazardous materials.
Several factors affect the potential for project-related hazardous materials to
cause adverse impacts. These include local meteorological conditions, terrain
characteristics, and the proximity of population centers and sensitive receptors.
Power plant facilities are also subject to a number of laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards (LORS) related to hazardous materials. Appendix A
to this Decision identifies the applicable LORS.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE
1. Project Setting

The proposed project site is a 10-acre parcel of disturbed and developed land
within an industrial area, located in the southeast quadrant of the intersection of
Alta Road and Calzada de la Fuente. The area in the immediate vicinity is
designated for heavy and mixed industrial uses, for business parks, and for
habitat conservation. The area is generally rural with few rural residences, the
nearest of which are 0.8 miles to the south west of the project boundary. The
Richard J. Donovan Correctional Facility is located approximately 4,000 feet
northwest and a County of San Diego Correctional Facility that includes the
George F. Bailey Detention Facility, the East Mesa Detention Facility, the Federal
Immigration Detention Facility, and the County of San Diego Juvenile Detention
Facility is located approximately 4,800 feet north.

Sensitive receptors are individuals usually more susceptible than the general
population to the effects of environmental pollutants. Extra consideration is given
to the possible effects in such individuals in establishing exposure limits for
environmental pollutants. The evidence shows that there are sensitive receptors
within a three-mile radius of the site on the California side of the border with
Mexico, and it is likely that there are sensitive receptors within the portion of the
three-mile radius that extends into Mexico. (Exs. 200, pp. 4.5-5, 4.7-3; 201.)

2. Hazardous Materials to be Used

The evidence establishes that the PPEC will use hazardous materials during
construction and operation. Hazardous materials used during the construction
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phase will include gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil, hydraulic fluid, welding gases,
lubricants, solvents, cleaners, paint, and paint thinners. Hazardous materials,
such as mineral and lubricating oils, cleaning detergents, welding gases, and
other chemicals will be present at the facility during operation. (Ex. 200, pp. 4.4-6
—4.4-7)

A list of all hazardous materials proposed for use at the PPEC facility is provided
in section 5.0, Hazardous Materials Management, of the AFC, Exhibit 1.

The evidence includes an assessment of the risks posed by the use of
hazardous materials. This assessment included the following elements in the
order presented:

. Review of the types and amounts of chemicals proposed for on-site use,
and a determination of the need and appropriateness of their use.

o Removal from further consideration of chemicals that will be used in small
amounts, or whose physical state is such that there is virtually no chance
that a spill will migrate off the site and impact the public.

o Review and evaluation of measures proposed to prevent spills. These
included engineering controls such automatic shut-off valves and different
size transfer-hose couplings, as well as administrative controls such as
worker training and safety management programs.

. Review and evaluation of measures proposed by TID to respond to
accidents. These measures also included engineering controls such as
catchment basins and methods to keep vapors from spreading, as well as
administrative controls such as training emergency response crews.

e Analysis of the theoretical impacts on the public of a worst-case spill of
hazardous materials, even with the mitigation measures proposed.

(Ex. 200, p. 4.4-7.)

a. Small Quantity Hazardous Materials

The evidence shows that none of the small quantity hazardous materials used
during construction and operation poses a significant potential for off-site impacts
due to the minimal quantities involved, their infrequent use, and on-site
containment by way of temporary berms used by contractors. (Ex. 200, p. 4.4-7.)
Petroleum hydrocarbon-based motor fuels, mineral oil, lube oil, and diesel fuel
are all very low volatility and represent limited off-site hazards even in larger
guantities.
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The project will be limited to using, storing, and transporting only those
hazardous materials listed in the AFC per proposed Condition HAZ-1. That
condition, if implemented would also set forth requirements related to the types
and amounts of hazardous materials approved for use at the PPEC.

b. Large Quantity Hazardous Materials
I. Natural Gas

The project will involve the handling of large amounts of natural gas. Due to its
tendency to disperse rapidly, natural gas is less likely to cause explosions than
fuel gases such as propane or liquefied petroleum gas. Its use at the site
nonetheless poses risk of fire and explosion because of its flammability if release
occurs under certain specific conditions. (Ex. 200, p. 4.4-8.)

While natural gas would be used in significant quantities, it would not be stored
on site. It would be delivered via a new gas pipeline to the PPEC project site. The
risk of a fire and/or explosion on-site can be reduced to insignificant levels
through adherence to applicable codes and the development and implementation
of effective safety management practices. The National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) code 85A requires both the use of double-block and bleed
valves for gas shut off and automated combustion controls. These measures will
significantly reduce the likelihood of an explosion in gas-fired equipment.
Additionally, start-up procedures would require air purging of the gas turbines
prior to start up, thereby precluding the presence of an explosive mixture. The
safety management plan proposed by the Applicant would address the handling
and use of natural gas and would significantly reduce the potential for equipment
failure because of either improper maintenance or human error. (Ex. 200, p. 4.4-
8.)

The proposed project will require a new natural gas pipeline running from an
existing 36-inch diameter SDG&E transmission line. The new 12-inch diameter
line will be either 8000 feet or 10,330 feet long depending on the pipeline route.
Both routes are through areas of very low population density. The natural gas
pipeline will be designed to comply with California Public Utilities Commission
General Order 112 standards, and 49 CFR 192 standards for pipelines located in
populated areas. CPUC General Order 112-E, section 125.1 requires that at
least 30 days prior to the construction of a new pipeline, the owner must file a
report with the commission that will include a route map for the pipeline. The
natural gas pipeline must be constructed and operated in accordance with the
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Federal Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations, Title 49, Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR), Parts 190, 191, and 192. We conclude that existing
LORS are sufficient to ensure minimal risks of pipeline failure. Additionally, the
gas pipeline that would be constructed for this project would be located entirely
on-site, which greatly reduces the risks of impacts to the public from a rupture or
failure.

Recent incidents have demonstrated significant risks associated with purging of
new pipelines with natural gas. On June 28, 2010 the United States Chemical
Safety and Hazard Board (CSB) issued Urgent Recommendations to the United
States Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), the National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA), the American Society of Mechanical Engineers
(ASME), and major gas turbine manufacturers to make changes to their
respective regulations, codes, and guidance to require the use of inherently safer
alternatives to natural gas blows for the purposes of pipe cleaning.
Recommendations were also made to the 50 states to enact legislation
applicable to power plants that prohibits flammable gas blows for the purposes of
pipe cleaning. In accordance with those recommendations, Staff proposes
Condition of Certification HAZ-8 which prohibits the use of flammable gas blow
for pipe cleaning at the facility either during construction or after the start of
operations. (Id.)

All fuel gas pipe purging activities shall vent any gases to a safe location
outdoors, away from workers and sources of ignition. Fuel gas pipe cleaning and
purging shall adhere to the provisions of most current versions of the National
Fuel Gas Code (NFPA 54 and 56-PS) including all Temporary Interim
Amendments.

il. Aqueous Ammonia.

Aqueous ammonia would be used to control the emission of oxides of nitrogen
(NOx) from the combustion of natural gas at the PPEC project. The accidental
release of agueous ammonia without proper mitigation can result in significant
down-wind concentrations of ammonia gas. PPEC would store 19 percent
agueous ammonia solution in an above-ground storage tank with a maximum
capacity of 20,000 gallons. The tank will be surrounded by a secondary
containment basin capable of holding the full contents of the tank plus the rainfall
associated with a 24-hour 25-year storm. Condition of Certification HAZ-3 would
require that the truck unloading area be constructed with a sloped concrete pad
that would drain into a containment area. (Ex. 200, p. 4.4-9.)
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Aqueous ammonia is the only hazardous material that may pose a significant risk
of off-site impact. The use of agueous ammonia can result in the release of
ammonia vapor in the event of a spill. This is a result of its moderate vapor
pressure and the large amounts of aqueous ammonia that will be used and
stored on site. However, the use of aqueous ammonia poses far less risk than
the use of the far more hazardous anhydrous ammonia (ammonia that is not
diluted with water and stored as a liquefied gas at high pressure). (Id.)

To assess the potential impacts associated with an accidental release of
agueous ammonia, Staff uses four benchmark exposure levels of ammonia gas
occurring off site. These include:

e the lowest concentration posing a risk of lethality, 2,000 parts per million
(Ppm);

e the concentration immediately dangerous to life and health level of 300
ppm;

e the emergency response planning guideline level 2 of 150 ppm, which is

also the RMP level 1 criterion used by U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and California; and

e the level considered by the Energy Commission staff to be without serious
adverse effects on the public for a one-time exposure of 75 ppm.

If the potential exposure associated with a potential release exceeds 75 ppm at
any public receptor, Staff will also assess the probability of occurrence of the
release, the severity of the consequences, and the nature of the potentially
exposed population in determining whether the likelihood and extent of potential
exposure are sufficient to support a finding of potentially significant impact. A
detailed discussion of the exposure criteria considered by Staff, as well as their
applicability to different populations and exposure-specific conditions, is provided
in Hazardous Materials Appendix A. (Id.)

The Applicant’s revised off-site consequence analysis (OCA) describes the
modeling parameters used for the worst-case and the alternative accidental
releases of agueous ammonia. Pursuant to the California Accidental Release
Program (CalARP) regulations, the OCA was performed for the worst-case
release scenario, which involved the failure and complete discharge of the
storage tank, as well as an alternative release scenario involving a spill during
truck unloading. Ammonia emissions from the two potential release scenarios
were calculated following methods provided in the RMP off-site consequence
analysis guidance, U.S. EPA, April 1999. The default meteorological data
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necessary for emission and dispersion calculations were supplemented by
historical climate records for San Diego. A temperature of 108°F, a wind speed of
1.5 meters per second, and atmospheric stability class F were used for emission
and dispersion calculations for the worst-case scenario. Potential off-site
ammonia concentrations were estimated using the ALOHA air dispersion model.
(Ex. 200, p. 4.4-10.)

Based on the modeling results Staff concluded that, with the mitigation measures
proposed, no plausible event would result in ammonia concentrations exceeding
75 ppm at the nearest public receptor. It should also be noted that Staff believes
that the analysis that was used to predict worst case impacts grossly
overestimates impacts that would actually result in a worst case release.

Since the Applicant’'s modeling is very conservative and grossly overestimates
the airborne concentration of ammonia from an accidental release that could
occur from the storage tank or during transfer operations, we conclude that the
Applicant's modeling demonstrates insignificant potential for off-site impact. We
therefore find that the Applicant’'s proposed engineering controls will ensure
protection of public health.

Mitigation

The potential for accidents resulting in the release of hazardous materials is
greatly reduced through implementation of a safety management program that
would include the use of both engineering and administrative controls. Elements
of both facility controls and the safety management plan are summarized below.

Engineering Controls

Engineering controls help to prevent accidents and releases (spills) from moving
off-site and affecting communities by incorporating engineering safety design
criteria in the design of the project. The engineered safety features proposed by
the Applicant for use at the PPEC project include:

e storage of containerized hazardous materials in their original containers
which are designed to prevent releases and are appropriately labeled:;

. construction of secondary containment areas surrounding each of the
hazardous materials storage areas designed to contain accidental releases
that might happen during storage or delivery;
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. physical separation of stored chemicals in isolated containment areas in
order to prevent accidental mixing of incompatible materials, which could
result in the evolution and release of toxic gases or fumes;

. construction of a containment area surrounding the aqueous ammonia
storage tank, capable of holding the entire contents of the tank plus the
volume of rainfall associated with a 24-hour 25-year storm;

. process protective systems including continuous tank level monitors with
automatic alarms that are triggered at set high and low level points,
automated leak detectors, temperature and pressure monitors, alarms, and
emergency block valves.

e Additionally, Condition of Certification HAZ-3 would require construction of a
sloped concrete pad surrounding the aqueous ammonia truck unloading
area that drains into a secondary containment structure. (Ex. 200, p. 4.4-
11.)

Administrative Controls

Administrative controls also help prevent accidents and releases (spills) from
moving off-site and affecting neighboring communities by establishing worker
training programs, process safety management programs, and complying with all
applicable health and safety laws, ordinances, and standards.

A worker health and safety program will be prepared by the Applicant and include
(but not be limited to) the following elements (see the Worker Safety and Fire
Protection section for specific regulatory requirements):

e worker training regarding chemical hazards, health and safety issues, and
hazard communication;

. procedures to ensure the proper use of personal protective equipment;

o safety operating procedures for the operation and maintenance of systems
utilizing hazardous materials;

e fire safety and prevention; and

e emergency response actions including facility evacuation, hazardous
material spill clean-up, and fire prevention.

At the facility, the project owner will be required to designate an individual with
the responsibility and authority to ensure a safe and healthful work place. The
project health and safety official will oversee the health and safety program and
have the authority to halt any action or modify any work practice to protect the
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workers, facility, and the surrounding community in the event of a violation of the
health and safety program. (Ex. 200, p. 4.4-11.)

The Applicant will also prepare a risk management plan for aqueous ammonia,
as required by both CalARP regulations and proposed Condition of Certification
HAZ-2. This condition also includes the requirement for a program for the
prevention of accidental releases and responses to an accidental release of
agueous ammonia. A hazardous materials business plan will also be prepared by
the Applicant that would incorporate state requirements for the handling of
hazardous materials. Other administrative controls would be required in
proposed Conditions of Certification HAZ-1 (limitations on the use and storage of
hazardous materials and their strength and volume) and HAZ-3 (development of
a safety management plan). Proposed Condition HAZ-4 would require that the
agueous ammonia storage tank be designed to appropriate design codes. (Id.)

On-Site Spill Response

In order to address the issue of spill response, the facility will prepare and
implement an emergency response plan that includes information on hazardous
materials contingency and emergency response procedures, spill containment
and prevention systems, personnel training, spill notification, on-site spill
containment, and prevention equipment and capabilities, as well as other
elements as required by state law (Health and Safety Code, 88 25500-25541)
and local law regarding Hazardous Materials Business Plans (see section on
Worker Safety and Fire Protection for a more detailed discussion of the
requirements of these emergency response plans). Emergency procedures will
be established which include evacuation, spill cleanup, hazard prevention, and
emergency response. (Ex. 200, p. 4.4-12.)

The proposed facility will also rely on local emergency response in the event of
an accidental release of hazardous materials or a fire emergency. The San Diego
Rural Fire Protection District (RFPD) Station 22 at 446 Alta Road will provide first
response. This station is currently the first responder to the existing Otay Mesa
power plant adjacent to the proposed facility. The response time to the facility is
adequate due to the close proximity of Station 22. (Id.)
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3. Transportation of Hazardous Materials

While many types of hazardous materials will be transported to the site, agueous
ammonia poses the predominant risk associated with hazardous materials
transport.

Ammonia can be released during a transportation accident and the extent of
impact in the event of such a release would depend upon the location of the
accident and the rate of dispersion of ammonia vapor from the surface of the
agueous ammonia pool. The likelihood of an accidental release during transport
is dependent upon the skill of the tanker truck driver, the type of vehicle used for
transport, and accident rates.

To address this concern, Staff evaluated the risk of an accidental transportation
release in the project area. Staff's analysis focused on the project area after the
delivery vehicle leaves the main highway. An extensive regulatory program that
applies to the shipment of hazardous materials on California highways to ensure
safe handling in general transportation (see Federal Hazardous Materials
Transportation Law 49 USC 85101 et seq, DOT regulations 49 CFR subpart H,
8§172-700, and California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) regulations on
hazardous cargo). These regulations also address the issue of driver
competence. (Ex. 200, p. 4.4-12.)

To address the issue of tanker truck safety, agueous ammonia will be delivered
to the proposed facility in DOT-certified vehicles with design capacities of 6,500
gallons. These vehicles will be designed to DOT Code MC-307. These are high-
integrity vehicles designed to haul caustic materials such as ammonia.
Implementation of Condition of Certification HAZ-5 would ensure that, regardless
of which vendor supplies the agueous ammonia, delivery will be made in a tanker
truck that meets or exceeds the specifications described by these regulations.
(Ex. 200, p. 4.4-13.)

The evidence reflects Staff's review of the technical literature regarding
hazardous materials transportation (including tanker trucks) accident rates in the
United States and California. Staff relied on six references and three federal
government databases to assess the risk of a hazardous materials transportation
accident.

Data from the U.S. DOT show that the actual risk of a fatality over the past five
years from all modes of hazardous material transportation (rail, air, boat, and
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truck) is approximately 0.1 in 1,000,000. Although it is an extremely conservative
estimate in that it includes risk of accidental release from all modes of hazardous
materials transportation and does not distinguish between a high-integrity steel
tanker truck and other less secure modes, the results still show that the risk of a
transportation accident is insignificant. (Id.)

We therefore find that the risk of exposure to significant concentrations of
